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a.  Responsible  Agency:  United  States  Air  Eorce  (USAE) 

b.  Report  Designation:  Einal  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

c.  Inquiries:  Eor  further  information  on  this  Einal  EIS,  contact  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds, 
AECEC/CZN,  Bldg  171,  2261  Hughes  Ave,  Ste  155,  Eackland  AEB,  TX  78236-9853. 

d.  Proposed  Action:  Establish  the  KC-46A  Eormal  Training  Unit  (ETU)  and  Eirst  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  1).  The  ETU  mission  includes  the  basing  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A 
aircraft,  facilities  and  infrastructure  and  manpower  to  support  one  training  squadron  at 
one  active  duty  Continental  United  States  (CONUS)  Air  Eorce  Base  (AEB).  The  purpose 
of  the  ETU  is  to  effectively  train  crew  and  support  personnel  to  operate  the  KC-46A 
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e.  Alternatives:  The  Strategic  Basing  Process  resulted  in  the  identification  of  Altus  APB  in 
Oklahoma  and  McConnell  APB  in  Kansas  as  alternative  bases  for  consideration  for  the 
KC-46A  ETU  mission  and  the  identification  of  Altus  APB,  Pairchild  APB  in 
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bases  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  Although  Altus  APB  and  McConnell  APB  were  identified 
as  alternative  bases  for  both  the  ETU  and  MOB  1  missions,  no  base  would  be  selected  to 
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beddown  of  both  training  and  operations  squadrons  at  a  single  base.  The  USAF’s 
preferred  alternatives  for  the  ETU  and  MOB  1  missions  respectively  are  Altus  APB  and 
McConnell  APB.  The  reasonable  alternatives  for  the  MOB  1  mission  are  Pairchild  APB 
and  Grand  Porks  APB. 

f.  Abstract:  This  EIS  was  prepared  by  the  USAE  in  accordance  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (42  United  States  Code  [U.S.C.]  4321  et  seq.),  as 
implemented  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulations  (40  Code  of  Federal 
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and  MOB  1  bases  using  operational  analysis,  the  results  of  site  surveys,  and  military 
judgment  factors.  Resources  addressed  in  the  EIS  include  noise,  air  quality,  safety,  soils 
and  water,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  land  use,  infrastructure,  hazardous 
materials  and  waste,  socioeconomics,  and  environmental  justice  and  the  protection  of 
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North  Dakota  Natural  Heritage  Program 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 

noise-induced  permanent  threshold  shift 

nitrogen  dioxide 

notice  of  availability 

notice  of  intent 

nitrogen  oxides 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

night  vision  goggles 

Night  Vision  Imaging  System 

National  Wildlife  Refuge 

operations  and  maintenance 

ozone 

Oklahoma  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

ozone  depleting  substance 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 

oil-water  separator 

Pollution  Prevention 

Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized 

polychlorinated  biphenyl 

Potential  Development  Alternative 

particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter 

particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter 

privately  owned  vehicle 

parts  per  million 

Pilot  Part  Task  Trainer 

Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

polyvinyl  chloride 

Radar  Approach  Control 

Record  of  Decision 

region  of  influence 

remotely  piloted  aircraft 

Riverside  Park  and  Water  Reclamation  Eacility 

Strategic  Air  Command 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Eorce 

sound  exposure  level 

Survival,  Evasion,  Resistance,  and  Escape 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
State  Implementation  Plan 
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ACRONYMS  AND  ABBREVIATIONS  (Continued) 


S02 

sulfur  dioxide 

SOx 

sulfur  oxides 

SPCC 

Spill  Prevention,  Control,  and  Countermeasures 

SQG 

small-quantity  generator 

Squad  Ops 

Squadron  Operations 

SRCAA 

Spokane  Regional  Clean  Air  Agency 

STA 

Sikorsky  Training  Academy 

STRACNET 

Strategic  Rail  Corridor  Network 

SUA 

Special  Use  Airspace 

SWPPP 

Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 

TACAN 

Tactical  Air  Navigation 

TCE 

trichloroethylene 

TEI 

Total  Eorce  Integration 

TSCA 

Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 

TTS 

Temporary  Threshold  Shift 

U.S.C. 

United  States  Code 

UEC 

Unified  Eacilities  Criteria 

USACE 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

USAE 

U.S.  Air  Eorce 

USEIA 

U.S.  Energy  Information  Administration 

USEPA 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

USEWS 

U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service 

UST 

underground  storage  tank 

voc 

volatile  organic  compound 

WAAQS 

Washington  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

WANG 

Washington  Air  National  Guard 

WIC 

Weapons  Instructor  Course 

WST 

Weapon  System  Trainer 

WWTP 

Wastewater  Treatment  Plant 
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CHAPTER  1 - 

PURPOSE  AND  NEED  FOR  KC-46A 
FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  AND 
FIRST  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE 
BEDDOWN 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


1.0  PURPOSE  AND  NEED  FOR  KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  AND 

FIRST  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE  BEDDOWN 

The  United  States  (U.S.)  Congress  authorized  and  appropriated  funds  supporting  the  U.S.  Air  Force’s 
(USAF’s)  selection  of  the  KC-46A  as  the  newest  aerial  refueling  aircraft  to  replace  a  portion  of  the 
aging  fleet  of  KC-135  Stratotankers.  Beginning  in  2012,  the  deployment  of  new  USAF  aircraft  and 
missions  must  follow  Air  Force  Instruction  (AFI)  10-503,  “Strategic  Basing.”  Per  this  AFI,  the 
USAF  must  perform  an  enterprise-wide  evaluation  of  Air  Force  Bases  (AFBs)  that  could  be 
considered  as  basing  locations  for  the  KC-46A. 

This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  has  been  prepared  to  provide  the  decision 
maker  and  the  public  the  information  required  to  understand  the  future  potential  impacts  of  the 
decisions  that  may  be  made  regarding  beddown  of  the  Eormal  Training  Unit  (ETU)  and  the  Eirst 
Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  missions  for  the  KC-46A. 

This  Einal  EIS  analyzes  USAE  proposals  to  beddown  the  ETU  and  the  MOB  1  missions  for  the 
KC-46A  at  active-duty  AEBs  in  the  continental  United  States  (CONUS).  The  ETU  action  would 
include  the  basing  of  up  to  eight  Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA)  under 
Air  Education  and  Training  Command  (AETC),  and  the  MOB  1  action  would  include  the  basing 
of  36  PAA  under  Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC).  The  first  four  KC-46A  aircraft  will  arrive  at  the 
MOB  1  base  in  2016  to  undergo  Initial  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (lOT&E).  During  lOT&E, 
which  will  only  occur  at  the  MOB  1,  aircraft  will  begin  arriving  at  both  of  the  bases  selected  to 
host  the  ETU  and  MOB  1  missions,  with  up  to  eight  delivered  by  2021  for  the  ETU  mission  and 
36  delivered  by  2019  for  the  MOB  1  mission. 

The  USAE  used  the  Strategic  Basing  Process  outlined 
in  API  10-503  to  identify  the  alternative  bases 
indicated  below.  Although  individual  bases  may  be 
considered  for  both  the  ETU  and  MOB  1  missions,  no 
base  would  be  selected  to  host  both  missions. 

•  ETU  Scenario  Alternative  Bases 
o  Altus  APB,  Oklahoma 
o  McConnell  APB,  Kansas 

•  MOB  1  Scenario  Alternative  Bases 
o  Altus  APB,  Oklahoma 
o  Pairchild  APB,  Washington 
o  Grand  Porks  APB,  North  Dakota 
o  McConnell  APB,  Kansas 

Basing  actions  for  the  KC-46A  mission  would  follow  the  2008  Secretary  of  Defense  Total  Porce 
Integration  (TPI)  policy  concept.  This  policy  was  enacted  into  law  through  the  passage  of  the 
2008  National  Defense  Authorization  Act.  TPI  associations  pair  two  USAE  component  units 
(host  and  associate)  together  to  operate  as  one.  The  host  unit  is  assigned  responsibility  of  the 
physical  resources  for  accomplishing  a  mission  (aircraft,  equipment,  facilities)  and  the  associate 
unit  shares  those  resources.  Currently,  there  are  three  types  of  TPI  associations:  classic,  active, 
and  Air  Reserve  Component. 

The  KC-46A  ETU  and  MOB  1  missions  will  utilize  the  classic  association  of  crews.  Per 
API  90-1001,  “Responsibilities  for  Total  Force  Integration,”  classic  associations  pair  active-duty 
host  units  with  a  reserve  component  associate  unit  to  improve  operational  synergies  and  add 
capacity  during  surge  operations  at  a  reduced  cost. 


The  KC-46A  will  provide  decades  of  mission 
support  from  the  First  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  1)  and  a  Forma!  Training  Unit  (FTU). 
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For  over  50  years,  the  KC-135  served  as  the  aerial  refueling  backbone  to  project  global  reach  and 
combat  power.  The  new  KC-46A  will  provide  updated  technology  designed  to  enhance 
operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness  to  support  USAF,  Navy,  Marine  Corps,  and  allies 
who  rely  on  tanker  range  and  flexibility  to  strengthen  the  coalition  mission. 

AMC  is  the  lead  Major  Command  (MAJCOM)  responsible  for  maintaining  the  air  mobility 
mission,  including  command  and  control  (C2)  of  airlift  and  aerial  refueling.  AMC  will  operate 
the  MOB  1  mission  with  fully  trained  combat  aircrews  providing  aerial  refueling  and  mission 
support  for  regional  conflicts,  conventional  global  strike,  and  nuclear  deterrence  operations. 

Integration  of  this  new  aircraft  into  the  USAF  inventory  requires  trained  aircrews  (pilots, 
copilots,  boom  operators  [BOs],  and  support  personnel).  AETC  is  the  MAJCOM  responsible  for 
training  KC-46A  pilots,  copilots,  BOs,  and  support  personnel  at  the  FTU  base.  In  addition, 
personnel  will  be  trained  to  support  the  new  C2  core  function  that  will  have  the  capability  to 
provide  connectivity  among  tactical  network  partners. 

The  USAF  will  accommodate  growth  in  understanding  the  KC-46A  program  by  incorporating  an 
adaptive  management  approach.  Training  and  operational  understanding  of  the  KC-46A  weapons 
system  will  evolve  as  the  aircraft  are  integrated  into  the  USAF  inventory.  As  program 
understanding  and  requirements  mature,  adaptive  management  will  allow  for  continuous 
improvement  in  the  management  effectiveness  and  reduction  of  environmental  impacts. 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  is  preparing  a  separate  EIS  that  will  support  an  independent  decision 
to  beddown  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at  a  Second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  to  be  operated  by 
the  Air  National  Guard  (ANG).  The  locations  being  considered  for  MOB  2  include  Eorbes  Eield 
(EOE),  Kansas;  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Eakehurst,  New  Jersey;  Pease  Air  National  Guard 
Station,  New  Hampshire;  Pittsburgh  Airport,  Pennsylvania;  and  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base,  Ohio.  This  action  is  separate  and  independent  from  the  ETU  and  MOB  1  decisions  that  will 
result  from  this  Einal  EIS.  Eollowing  the  first  two  beddown  actions,  the  USAE  will  plan 
additional  beddown  actions  for  the  remaining  KC-46A  aircraft. 

1.1  PURPOSE  OF  THE  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  AND  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  BASING 

The  proposed  actions  to  establish  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  are  intended  to  (1)  effectively  train 
required  crew  and  support  personnel  at  the  FTU  and  (2)  provide  a  fully  capable,  combat 
operational  KC-46A  aerial  refueling  force  at  the  MOB  1  to  accomplish  aerial  refueling  and 
related  missions. 

The  mission-ready  KC-46A  squadrons  will  allow  immediate  and  effective  employment  in 
exercises,  peace-keeping  operations,  contingencies,  and  combat.  Bedding  down  and  operating  the 
KC-46A  will  allow  the  USAF  to  maintain  combat  capability  and  mission  readiness  as  U.S.  military 
resources  become  increasingly  committed  to  missions  throughout  the  world. 

1.2  NEED  FOR  THE  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  AND  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  BASING 

The  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddowns  are  needed  to  support  the  recapitalization  of  the  USAF’s 
aging  refueling  aircraft  fleet.  The  USAF  needs  bases  to  accomplish  the  required  training  and  to 
field  a  fully  operational  force.  FTU  and  MOB  1  bases  are  needed  to  achieve  a  high  state  of 
operational  mission  readiness.  The  effective  training  and  qualification  of  crewmembers  and 
support  personnel  at  the  FTU  will  transition  initially  to  mission-ready  MOB  1  KC-46A  squadrons. 
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The  basing  locations  will  require  facilities,  infrastructure,  and  airspace  where  KC-46A  aircraft  can 
be  located  with  the  capability  for  crews  and  aircraft  to  perform  all  the  activities  and  training 
necessary  to  maintain  a  robust  aerial  refueling  capability  for  the  USAF  and  other  U.S.  Department 
of  Defense  (DoD)  branches  as  legacy  KC-135  tankers  are  withdrawn  from  the  inventory. 

1.3  BACKGROUND  FOR  MEETING  THE  PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

In  April  2006,  the  USAF  completed  an  Analysis  of  Alternatives  to  determine  the  most 
appropriate  strategy  to  recapitalize  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  fleet.  Based  on  this  analysis,  the 
USAF  concluded  that  a  commercial  derivative  replacement  tanker  would  result  in  the  best  value. 
Although  Section  1.4.2  details  the  technological  improvements  of  the  KC-46A,  the  following 
points  are  examples  of  capabilities  that  are  currently  lacking  or  are  very  limited  with  the  existing 
KC-135  fleet. 

•  Receiver  Capable.  The  ability  to  receive  fuel  from  other  tanker  aircraft  is  considered  a 
force  multiplier.  Currently,  this  capability  is  only  available  on  a  small  number  of  KC-135 
aircraft.  This  lack  of  capability  limits  persistence  over  the  battlefield  and  results  in 
inefficient  use  of  aerial  refueling  assets 

•  Night  Vision  Imaging  System  (NVIS).  The  fleet  lacks  a  standard  NVIS  for  tanker 
cockpits  and  BOs.  External  aircraft  lighting  is  currently  not  NVIS -compatible.  The  lack 
of  this  capability  degrades  effectiveness  for  special  operations  support  and  limits  the  use 
of  these  aircraft  for  covert  operations 

•  Multi-point  Refueling.  Only  a  small  number  of  KC-135  aircraft  are  equipped  for 
simultaneous  multi-point  refueling.  The  lack  of  this  capability  severely  limits  the 
aircraft’s  functionality  to  support  multiple  simultaneous  refueling  operations,  as  well  as 
boom  and  drogue  refueling  on  the  same  mission 

•  Command  and  Control  (C2)  Network.  Lacks  connectivity  to  C2  assets  and  aircraft 
have  no  secure  tactical  datalink  and  limited  connectivity  to  other  combat  support  and 
mobility  aircraft 

•  Defensive  Protection.  Not  normally  equipped  with  aircraft  defensive  systems,  which 
limits  aircraft  from  operating  in  anything  other  than  a  low-threat  environment 

Congressional  authority  funded  a  total  aircraft  inventory  of  up  to  179  KC-46A  aircraft  by  2028 
to  correct  deficiencies,  update  the  fleet,  enhance  operations,  and  increase  mission  effectiveness. 
Most  of  the  total  aircraft  inventory  will  be  assigned  to  combat  units  but  would  be  operated  by 
units  assigned  to  AMC,  U.S.  Air  Force  in  Europe,  Pacific  Air  Eorces,  ANG,  and  Air  Eorce 
Reserve  Command  (AERC). 

1.4  AIRCRAFT  CHARACTERISTICS 

This  section  compares  the  aircraft  characteristics  of  the  KC-46A  and  the  existing  KC-135.  Some 
key  specifications  of  the  KC-135  and  the  KC-46A  are  compared  in  Table  1-1. 


Table  1-1.  Aircraft  Comparison 


Specification 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

Length 

136  feet,  3  inches 

165  feet,  6  inches 

Height 

41  feet,  8  inches 

52  feet,  10  inches 

Wingspan 

130  feet,  10  inches 

156  feet,  1  inch 

Power  Plant 

4F108-CF-100 

2  Pratt  Whitney  4062 
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Table  1-1.  Aircraft  Comparison  (Continued) 


Specification 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

Takeoff  Thrust 

21,634  pounds  per  engine 

62,000  pounds  per  engine 

Speed 

530  miles  per  hour  (mph)  at  30,000  feet 

530  mph  at  30,000  feet 

Ceiling 

50,000  feet 

40,100  feet 

Maximum  Takeoff  Weight 

322,500  pounds 

415,000  pounds 

Maximum  Fuel  Capacity 

200,000  pounds 

212,000  pounds 

Pallets/Palletized  Cargo 

Weight  Capacity 

6/36,000  pounds 

18/65,000  pounds 

Crew 

3  crewmembers 

3  crewmembers 

Receiver  Fuel  Transfer 

Very  limited 

Yes 

Fuel  Jettison 

Yes 

Yes 

NVIS 

No 

Yes 

Multi-point  Refueling 

Very  limited 

Yes 

C2  Network 

No 

Yes 

Defensive  Protection 

Very  limited 

Yes 

Aeromedical  Evacuation 

Limited 

Yes 

1.4.1  Aircraft  Characteristics  of  the  KC-135 

The  KC-135  Stratotanker  was  developed  in  1954  as  the  USAF’s  first  jet-powered  refueling  tanker 
to  replace  the  KC-97  Stratotanker  and  is  derived  from  a  commercial  Boeing  367-80  commercial 
passenger  plane.  Between  1956  and  1966,  820  KC-135  aircraft  of  many  different  variations 
were  built.  Over  the  last  50  years,  the  KC-135  fleet 
has  undergone  substantial  modifications  to  add 
capability.  The  KC-135  was  originally  developed  to 
refuel  strategic  bombers.  It  was  used  in  the  Vietnam 
War  and  in  all  conflicts  up  to  and  including  Operation 
Enduring  Freedom  in  Afghanistan.  For  this  Final  EIS, 
all  KC-135  models,  including  the  current  R  model, 
are  referred  to  as  KC-135.  Originally  all  KC-135s 
were  equipped  with  four  Pratt  &  Whitney 
J-57-P-59W  turbojet  engines  capable  of  producing 
approximately  13,000  pounds  of  thrust  each.  The 
current  R  models  were  upgraded  to  use  the  CFM56-2B1  (Military  designation  F108-CF-100) 
turbofan  engines,  which  are  capable  of  generating  approximately  21,634  pounds  of  thrust  per 
engine.  The  KC-135  has  a  maximum  takeoff  weight  of  more  than  322,500  pounds  and  the  ability 
to  off-load  in  excess  of  150,000  pounds  of  fuel.  In  addition,  the  KC-135  is  capable  of  transporting 
up  to  36,000  pounds  of  palletized  cargo  and/or  ambulatory  patients  during  aeromedical 
evacuations.  A  cargo  deck  above  the  refueling  system  can  hold  a  mixed  load  of  passengers  and 
cargo  depending  on  the  fuel  storage  configuration.  The  KC-135  pumps  fuel  through  the  flying 
boom,  but  some  aircraft  have  been  specially  fitted  with  wing  pods  to  allow  a  multi-point  aerial 
refueling  drogue  system.  As  noted  previously,  the  aircraft  is  limited  by  not  possessing  the 
capability  for  receiver  fuel  transfer,  NVIS,  defense  protection,  and  C2  capabilities. 

1.4.2  Aircraft  Characteristics  of  the  KC-46A 

The  KC-46A  is  derived  from  a  commercial  Boeing  767-200ER  series  aircraft  and  will  be 
powered  by  two  Pratt  &  Whitney  4062  engines  (thrust  reversers  removed).  Each  engine  will 
have  the  capability  to  provide  approximately  62,000  pounds  of  thrust.  The  aircraft  will  be 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)-certified  for  worldwide  operations.  The  KC-46A 
configuration  adds  the  military  equipment  (e.g.,  aerial  refueling,  defensive  systems,  situational 
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awareness)  and  will  receive  a  FAA  Supplemental  Type  Certificate  as  well  as  a  USAF  Military  Type 
Certificate.  It  is  required  to  meet  the  FAA  Part  36  Stage  4  (most  restrictive  commercial  aircraft 
noise  level  standard)  and  the  International  Congress  of  Aeronautical  Organizations,  Committee 
of  Environmental  Protection  (CAEP)/6  air  contaminant  emission  limits.  Three  crewmembers, 
(pilot,  copilot,  and  BO)  will  operate  the  aircraft  with 
permanent  seating  for  an  additional  12  aircrew  members. 

With  new  technology  and  a  maximum  fuel  capacity 
expected  to  be  212,000  pounds,  the  KC-46A  is  capable  of 
accomplishing  all  current  AMC  refueling  missions. 

The  KC-46A  will  be  able  to  refuel  any  certified  fixed-wing 
receiver-capable  aircraft  on  any  mission  both  day  and  night. 

The  aircraft  will  be  equipped  with  a  modernized  KC-10 
refueling  boom  integrated  with  proven  fly-by-wire  control 
system  and  will  have  the  ability  to  deliver  fuel  through  a 
centerline  hose  and  drogue  system,  which  adds  additional 
mission  capability  independent  of  the  boom  system. 

This  aircraft  will  be  capable  of  accomplishing  multi-role  missions.  By  trading  fuel  for  cargo,  it  will 
be  able  to  carry  up  to  18  standard  cargo  pallets  with  a  total  palletized  cargo  payload  of  up  to 
65,000  pounds.  With  a  far  greater  cargo  area  contour  than  the  KC-135,  KC-46A  centerline  pallet 
positions  1  through  8  can  be  built  to  carry  full  height  (96-inch-high)  cargo  without  the  need  for 
contouring,  compared  to  KC-135  pallets,  which  are  typically  restricted  to  65-inch-high  cargo  and 
must  be  contoured  on  the  right-hand  side  starting  at  50  inches  off  the  top  pallet  surface.  In  normal 
operations,  the  KC-46A  can  be  configured  to  carry  58  passengers  and  will  be  capable  of  providing 
urgent  Aeromedical  Evacuation,  transporting  up  to  50  medical  patients  (24  litters/26  ambulatory). 

Additional  features  include  a  flush-mounted  air  refueling  receptacle,  wing  air  refueling  pods 
capability,  boom  air  refueling  camera  and  computer  control  systems,  defensive  and 
communication  systems,  NVIS/covert  lighting,  and  military  radio/navigation  receivers.  The  BO 
will  control  the  refueling  systems  from  the  crew  compartment  via  the  Air  Refueling  Operating 
Station.  A  series  of  cameras  mounted  on  the  tanker’s  fuselage  provide  a  185-degree  field  of  view 
under  day  and  night  lighting  conditions.  Imaging  may  be  captured  in  three-dimensional  or 
two-dimensional  high-definition  video.  Euel  is  automatically  transferred  within  the  aircraft  to 
maintain  center  of  gravity  in  all  axes.  The  flow  of  fuel  in,  out,  and  within  the  aircraft  can  be 
manually  or  automatically  controlled  by  the  aircraft  and  can  be  manually  controlled  by  the 
aircrew  via  control  display  units  at  the  appropriate  duty  station. 

In  addition  to  fuel  and  cargo  transport,  each  KC-46A  aircraft  will  possess  a  secure  airborne 
communications  capability,  which  will  provide  beyond-the-line-of-sight  messaging  and  line-of- 
sight  tactical  datalink  multi-modal  communications  via  secure  networks.  Hosting  a  suite  of 
network-centric  communications  equipment,  the  KC-46A  will  function  with  most  current 
C2  systems.  The  KC-46A  will  also  support  the  C2  core  function  as  a  communications  “gateway” 
when  equipped  with  a  roll-on  gateway  system  to  provide  connectivity  between  tactical  network 
partners  in  theater. 

This  aircraft  will  have  self-defense  and  protection  (both  active  and  passive)  capabilities  and  the 
necessary  operational  environment  awareness  to  mitigate  threats,  but  will  not  be  operated  in 
areas  of  high  threats  without  requesting  suppression  of  enemy  air  defenses  and  air  support. 

This  aircraft  is  capable  of  ferrying  fuel  into  semi-austere  airfields.  By  following  Eorward  Area 
Refueling  Point  procedures,  the  aircraft  can  off-load  fuel  into  fuel  pits,  bladders,  trucks,  or  other 
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aircraft,  with  or  without  the  engines  running,  without  the  need  for  special  equipment.  The  aircraft 
will  be  able  to  operate  at  certain  night  vision  goggle  (NVG)  and/or  defensive  system-required 
airfields  with  a  minimum  of  7,000  feet  of  paved  runway  available  for  takeoff/landing. 

The  aircraft  will  be  capable  of  operating  in  day-night  and  adverse  weather  conditions  over  vast 
distances  to  enable  deployment,  employment,  sustainment,  and  redeployment  of  U.S.,  joint, 
allied,  and  coalition  forces. 

1.5  PUBLIC  AND  AGENCY  INVOLVEMENT 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  Final  EIS  is  to  describe  the  actions  being  proposed  by  the  USAF,  along 
with  the  potential  consequences  associated  with  implementation  of  those  actions.  Potential  impacts 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  scenarios  were  evaluated  during  the  planning  stages 
of  the  project.  These  potential  impacts  are  presented  in  this  Final  EIS.  The  USAF  has  evaluated  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  ensure  that  informed  decisions  are  made  after  review  and  consideration  of 
the  potential  environmental  consequences.  The  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process  (EIAP) 
(32  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  [CFR]  989)  is  the  process  by  which  the  USAF  implements  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
NEPA  implementing  regulations.  This  Final  EIS  documents  the  detailed  study  of  these  potential 
environmental  consequences.  Compliance  with  the  NEPA  process  involves  several  steps  to  ensure 
public  and  agency  involvement. 

1.5.1  Scoping  Process 

The  public  scoping  period  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS  began  on  26  March  2013  with 
publication  of  the  notice  of  intent  in  the  Federal  Register.  During  the  following  weeks, 
notification  letters  were  mailed  to  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies;  elected  officials;  federally 
recognized  tribes  (tribes)  ^  nongovernmental  organizations;  and  interested  individuals  as  a  part 
of  Interagency/Intergovernmental  Coordination  for  Environmental  Planning  (IICEP). 

IICEP  is  a  federally  mandated  process  for  informing  and  coordinating  with  other  governmental 
agencies  regarding  proposed  actions.  Through  the  IICEP  process,  concerned  Federal,  state,  and 
local  agencies  are  notified  and  allowed  sufficient  time  to  evaluate  potential  environmental 
impacts  of  a  proposed  action.  The  USAF  determined,  through  informal  consultation  with  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  and  state  wildlife  agencies,  that  there  are  no  Federal  or 
state  threatened  or  endangered  species  in  the  regions  of  influence  (ROIs)  of  the  KC-46A 
scenarios;  therefore,  no  further  consultation  was  required. 

Appendix  A,  contained  in  Volume  II  of  this  Final  EIS,  provides  sample  notification  letters,  the 
notification  mailing  lists,  and  the  comments  and  concerns  received  by  the  USAF  during  the 
public  scoping  period.  Newspaper  advertisements  announcing  the  intent  to  prepare  a  Draft  EIS 
and  hold  public  scoping  meetings  were  published  in  10  different  local  daily  and  weekly 
newspapers.  These  advertisements  were  published  in  the  weeks  preceding  each  of  the  scheduled 
public  scoping  meetings. 

Four  public  scoping  meetings  were  held  between  9  and  18  April  2013  in  communities  near  the 
four  alternative  bases  (see  Table  1-2).  The  meetings  were  held  in  an  open  house  format  where 
citizens  could  review  display  boards  about  the  proposed  missions  and  speak  individually  with 
USAF  personnel.  During  these  meetings,  USAF  personnel  presented  information  on  the 


*  Per  Department  of  Defense  Instruction  (DoDI)  4710.02,  DoD  Interactions  with  Federally-Recognized  Tribes, 
“tribe”  refers  to  a  federally  recognized  Indian  or  Alaska  Native  tribe,  band,  nation,  pueblo,  village,  or  community 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  acknowledges  (DoDI  4710.02,  Section  3.5). 
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proposed  action  through  the  use  of  display  boards  and  fact  sheets  and  answered  questions  posed 
by  those  in  attendance. 


Table  1-2.  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Beddown  Public  Scoping  Meetings 


Date 

Time 

Location 

9  April  2013 

5:00  -  8:00  P.M. 

Southwest  Technology  Center 

711  West  Tamarack  Road;  Altus,  OK  735213 

11  April  2013 

5:00  -  8:00  P.M. 

Eugene  M.  Hughes  Metropolitan  Complex 

Room  180  5015  E.  29th  Street;  North  Wichita,  KS  67260 

16  April  2013 

5:00  -  8:00  P.M. 

The  Lincoln  Center,  Lincoln  Ballroom 

1316  North  Lincoln  Street;  Spokane,  WA  99201 

18  April  2013 

5:00  -  8:00  P.M. 

Grand  Eorks  Ramada  Inn 

1205  North  43rd  Street;  Grand  Eorks,  ND  58203 

The  scoping  meetings  were  attended  by  578  people,  which  included  residents,  elected  officials, 
local  business  leaders,  military  affairs  committee  members,  congressional  staffers,  base 
employees,  and  others.  The  scoping  period  closed  on  17  May  2013,  and  approximately 
200  comments  were  received.  The  majority  of  the  comments  were  supportive,  with  only  a  few 
requesting  certain  resource  area  information  to  be  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

During  scoping,  the  public  and  agencies  were  primarily  interested  in  understanding  the 
operational  and  economic  factors  associated  with  bringing  the  KC-46A  to  their  base.  Some  of  the 
comments  were  related  to  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  and  concerns  about  the 
environmental  consequences,  and  some  expressed  support  for  bringing  the  KC-46A  mission  to 
the  local  base.  Other  than  the  expressions  of  support,  the  key  issues  identified  during  initial 
scoping  are  summarized  in  Table  1-3. 


Table  1-3,  Public  and  Agency  Scoping  -  Summary  of  Key  Issues  for  KC-46A  FTU  and 

MOB  1  Beddown 


Issue/Concern/Comment 

Base 

Concern  Expressed  by 

Agency 

Public 

Tribe 

Concern  related  to  impact  on  National  Park  Service  units 

All 

X 

Concern  related  to  groundwater  plume  from  USAE  operations 

Altus 

X 

Concern  related  to  the  West  Pattern  and  how  flying  impacts 

Quartz  Mountain  Regional  Airport 

Altus 

X 

Comment  stating  that  actions  should  be  taken  to  prevent  surface- 
water  and  groundwater  contamination 

Altus 

X 

Recommendation  that  the  USAE  provide  cultural  resource  surveys 
for  review 

Altus 

X 

Concern  related  to  undesirable  noise  from  Spokane  Airport 

Eairchild 

X 

Concern  related  to  job  impacts  on  the  Spokane  area 

Eairchild 

X 

Concern  related  to  air  quality 

Eairchild 

X 

Concern  that  noise  that  could  disrupt  fasting  and  tribal  prayers 

Grand  Eorks 

X 

Appeal  for  the  protection  of  wetlands,  water  resources  from 
sediment  and  spills 

Grand  Eorks 

X 

Concern  about  noise  effects  on  a  state  park 

Grand  Eorks 

X 

Suggestion  that  base  traffic  should  use  the  gate  accessed  from  U.S. 
Highway  2  interchange 

Grand  Eorks 

X 

Contaminated  sites  near  the  base 

McConnell 

X 

Suggestion  that  EIS  should  detail  infrastructure  necessary  and 
consider  Installation  Restoration  Program  sites  and  the 
institutional  control  plan  that  covers  21  sites 

McConnell 

X 
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Table  1-3.  Public  and  Agency  Scoping  -  Summary  of  Key  Issues  for  KC-46A  FTU  and 

MOB  1  Beddown  (Continued) 


Issue/Concern/Comment 

Base 

Concern  Expressed  by 

Agency 

Public 

Tribe 

Request  for  project  plans  to  determine  project-specific 
recommendations 

McConnell 

X 

Request  for  cultural  resource  surveys  and  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  compliance 

McConnell 

X 

Concurrence  that  Building  1129  may  warrant  NHPA  Section  110 
consideration 

McConnell 

X 

1.5.2  Public  Review 

The  public  review  period  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Draft  EIS  was  originally  planned  to 
begin  on  11  October  2013  with  publication  of  the  notice  of  availability  (NOA)  in  the 
Federal  Register.  Copies  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  associated  cover  sheets  were  mailed  to  Eederal,  state, 
and  local  agencies;  elected  officials;  local  libraries;  tribes;  nongovernmental  organizations;  and 
interested  individuals.  However,  because  of  the  government- wide  shutdown  that  occurred  from 
1  October  through  16  October,  publication  of  the  NOA  in  the  Federal  Register  did  not  occur  until 
25  October  2013.  The  NOA  for  the  Draft  EIS  was  also  published  in  ten  different  local  newspapers  in 
the  communities  near  the  four  bases  and  near  the  proposed  auxiliary  airfields  (for  the  FTU  mission). 
Press  releases,  public  service  announcements,  and  postcards  were  also  used  to  provide  notification  of 
availability  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  the  dates,  times,  and  locations  of  the  public  hearings. 

The  Draft  EIS  document  was  posted  on  a  publicly  available  website  at  http://www.KC-46A- 
Beddown.com.  The  public  review  period  started  on  25  October  and  ended  on  9  December  2013. 
All  comments  received  during  the  comment  period  were  considered  during  preparation  of  the 
Einal  EIS.  Comments  received  are  contained  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 7. 3.  The 
USAE  only  developed  responses  for  substantive  comments  (Table  6-3). 

Generally,  substantive  comments  are  regarded  as  those  comments  that  challenge  the  analysis, 
methodologies,  or  information  in  the  Draft  EIS  as  being  factually  inaccurate  or  analytically 
inadequate;  that  identify  impacts  not  analyzed  or  develop  and  evaluate  reasonable  alternatives  or 
feasible  mitigations  not  considered  by  the  agency;  or  that  offer  specific  information  that  may 
have  a  bearing  on  the  decision,  such  as  differences  in  interpretations  of  significance  or  of 
scientific  or  technical  conclusions.  Non-substantive  comments,  which  do  not  require  an  agency 
response,  are  generally  considered  those  comments  that  express  a  conclusion,  an  opinion,  or  a 
vote  for  or  against  the  proposal  itself,  or  some  aspect  of  it;  that  state  a  position  for  or  against  a 
particular  alternative;  or  that  otherwise  state  a  personal  preference  or  opinion. 

Comments  were  received  through  the  mail  and  the  website,  and  were  submitted  in  writing  or 
presented  orally  at  the  public  hearings.  Some  of  the  comments  were  considered  substantive  in  that 
they  challenged  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  or  expressed  concerns  about  the  environmental 
consequences.  Other  comments  were  non-substantive  in  that  they  expressed  an  opinion  about  the 
proposal  or  expressed  support  for  or  against  bringing  the  KC-46A  mission  to  the  local  base. 

1.6  TRIBAU  CONSUUTATION 

In  an  ongoing  effort  to  identify  cultural  resources  or  other  issues  of  interest  to  tribes  and  as  part 
of  the  NEPA  scoping  process,  notification  letters  were  submitted  to  tribes.  These  letters  (see 
Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 3)  were  transmitted  with  a  focus  on  inviting  tribes  to 
participate  in  the  NEPA  scoping  process.  Response  summaries  are  reflected  in  Table  1-3  (see 
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Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 3,  for  complete  responses).  Refer  to  Table  A-1  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  A,  Section  A. 3,  for  a  list  of  the  tribes  consulted.  Also,  following  the  NEPA 
notification,  tribes  were  contacted  separately  to  initiate  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
(NHPA)  Section  106  consultation  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A.4,  for  complete 
responses).  Explanation  of  the  Section  106  consultation  is  provided  for  each  alternative  base  in 
the  respective  Chapter  3  Cultural  Resources  section.  Eollowing  standard  USAE  practice, 
consultation  was  initiated  by  base  commanders  who  represent  key  leadership  points  of  contacts 
for  formal  govemment-to-govemment  correspondence.  Additional  direct  communication  efforts 
(phone  calls  and  emails)  occurred  for  tribes  that  did  not  respond  to  USAE  mailings.  All 
communications  with  tribes  were  completed  in  accordance  with  Executive  Order  (EO)  13175, 
“Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments”,  Department  of  Defense 
Instruction  (DoDI)  4710.02,  and  36  CER  800,  “Protection  of  Historic  Properties”. 

To  support  this  EIS,  the  USAE  consulted  on  a  govemment-to-government  basis  with  the 
respective  tribes  attaching  historical,  cultural,  and/or  religious  significance  to  lands  or  sites  in  the 
project  areas,  including  but  not  limited  to  areas  around  auxiliary  airfields  where  ETU  aircrews 
would  operate. 

1.7  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

This  Einal  EIS  is  designed  to  analyze  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the 
ETU  and  MOB  1  basing  of  KC-46A  aircraft.  The  basing  will  include  facilities,  personnel,  and 
flight  operations  at  selected  bases.  The  alternative  bases  are  identified  in  Chapter  2. 

Chapter  1  provides  information  on  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  proposed  ETU  and  MOB  1 
KC-46A  beddown.  This  section  includes  an  overview  of  the  KC-46A  capabilities  and  explains 
that  the  ETU  and  MOB  1  bases  would  need  to  provide  facilities,  infrastructure,  and  personnel  to 
assist  with  KC-46A  operations  and  training.  In  addition.  Chapter  I  addresses  public  and  agency 
involvement  and  tribal  consultation. 

Chapter  2  describes  the  process  for  selecting  bases  and  explains  the  USAE  proposed  action,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  for  each  mission,  the  reasonable  alternatives,  and  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Because  the  proposed  aircraft  is  the  same  for  the  ETU  and  the  MOB  1,  this  chapter 
presents  general  project  features  applicable  to  any  of  the  four  bases.  This  chapter  also  includes  a 
more  detailed  explanation  of  requirements  for  the  ETU  and  the  MOB  1  beddowns  in  terms  of 
base-specific  personnel,  facility,  and  operational  elements,  and  lastly  describes  the  project 
requirements  for  each  base  alternative.  This  chapter  also  includes  a  comparison  of  the  potential 
environmental  consequences  across  the  alternatives,  a  discussion  on  mitigation  measures,  and  a 
discussion  on  unavoidable  impacts. 

Chapter  3  is  organized  by  each  of  the  four  bases  and  presents  the  environmental  baseline  or 
affected  environment  at  each  base  selected  as  alternatives  for  the  ETU  or  MOB  1  mission. 

Chapter  4,  also  organized  by  base,  presents  the  analysis  of  potential  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  ETU  or  MOB  1  mission  identified  for  that  base.  The 
analysis  in  this  chapter  results  from  overlaying  the  mission-specific  requirements  from  Chapter  2 
upon  the  affected  environment  from  Chapter  3  to  present  the  context  and  intensity  of 
environmental  consequences  by  resource  area. 

Chapter  5  identifies  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  regional  projects  and  describes 
potential  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  beddown  in  combination  with  other  regional  actions 
at  each  base.  Chapter  5  also  identifies  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources. 
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Chapter  6  provides  a  summary  of  public  involvement  that  has  occurred  after  the  release  of  the 
Draft  EIS.  This  chapter  includes  information  regarding  the  public  hearings  and  the  USAF 
responses  to  substantive  comments. 

References,  contacts  made  during  the  EIS  development,  and  a  list  of  the  preparers  of  this  EIS, 
including  a  summary  of  their  educational  accomplishments,  are  included  following  Chapter  6. 

Volume  II  contains  Appendices  A  through  E,  each  of  which  provide  supplementary  information 
briefly  described  below. 

Appendix  A  provides  notification  letters,  notification  mailing  lists,  scoping  and  public  hearing 
comments  and  concerns  received  by  the  USAE,  and  correspondence  with  tribes. 

Appendix  B  describes  the  environmental  resources  being  considered  in  this  Final  EIS,  including 
the  applicable  regulations,  permits,  and  appropriate  agencies  involved  in  the  determination  of 
environmental  consequences.  This  appendix  also  describes  the  methodology  followed  for  each 
environmental  resource  area  to  evaluate  the  environmental  consequences  of  basing  KC-46A 
aircraft.  The  methodology  for  impact  analysis  for  each  resource  area,  as  described  in 
Appendix  B,  is  consistent  for  each  resource  area  at  each  of  the  four  bases. 

Appendix  C  includes  effects  on  some  specific  resources  that  may  not  be  affected  by  regularly 
scheduled  KC-46A  training  operations.  Discussion  of  impacts  on  a  wide  variety  of  resource 
types  provides  additional  perspective  and  context  for  those  resources  impacted  by  regular 
operations.  This  appendix  provides  a  general  noise  primer  to  educate  the  reader  on  what 
constitutes  noise,  how  it  is  measured,  and  the  studies  that  were  used  in  support  of  how  and  why 
noise  is  modeled. 

Appendix  D  includes  air  quality  background  information  for  each  of  the  four  bases  under 
consideration  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios.  This  background  information  includes 
regional  climate  information,  along  with  the  spreadsheets  used  to  complete  the  air  quality 
analysis  contained  in  Chapter  4. 

Appendix  E  summarizes  the  buildings  that  would  be  affected  by  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1 
beddown-related  demolition,  renovation,  or  alteration;  their  years  of  constmction;  and  their  potential 
to  contain  toxic  substances  (asbestos-containing  material  [ACM],  lead-based  paint  [EBP],  and 
polychlorinated  biphenyls  [PCBs]). 
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2.0  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 

2.1  OVERVIEW 

This  section  presents  a  description  of  the  activities  and  implementing  actions  associated  with  the 
KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  missions.  The 
FTU  mission  involves  basing  of  up  to  eight  Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA) 
KC-46As  in  one  training  squadron  to  establish  the  KC-46A  FTU  at  an  active-duty  continental 
United  States  (CONUS)  Air  Force  Base  (AFB).  The  MOB  1  mission  involves  the  basing  of 
36  KC-46A  aircraft  in  three  squadrons  of  12  PAA  to  establish  the  MOB  1  at  an  active-duty 
CONUS  AFB.  For  identified  alternatives,  this  section  provides  a  detailed  description  of  the 
activities  and  implementing  actions  associated  with  establishing  both  the  KC-46A  FTU  and 
MOB  1. 

Each  squadron  requires  infrastructure,  facilities,  airfield  operations,  training  activities,  personnel,  and 
airspace  to  support  missions.  This  section  identifies  the  operational  requirements  that  would  be 
involved  at  any  of  the  alternative  bases. 

Table  2-1  provides  an  overview  of  key  elements  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1 
beddown  with  the  potential  to  affect  environmental  resources  at  the  base  or  under  the  training 
airspace. 


Table  2-1,  Overview  of  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Beddown  Proposal 

The  proposal  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  beddown  involves  implementing  several  related  elements  at  a 
selected  base. 

Elements  Affecting  the  Base 

For  the  FTU,  the  beddown  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft  in  one  squadron  in  accordance  with  the  aircraft 
delivery  schedule 

For  MOB  1,  the  beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  in  three  squadrons  in  accordance  with  the  aircraft 
delivery  schedule 

Depending  on  mission,  conduct  sorties  at  each  base  for  pilot,  copilot,  and  boom  operator  (BO) 
training/certification,  aerial  refueling  operations,  and  global  reach  missions 
Renovate,  construct,  and  manage  facilities  and  infrastructure  necessary  to  support  the  mission 
Implement  personnel  changes  (increases  or  decreases)  at  the  base  to  conform  to  mission  requirements 


Depending  on  the  base  and  the  mission  proposed  for  that  base,  the  proposed  action  would  either 
add  to  current  missions  or  replace  the  current  KC-135  mission.  Implementation  of  the  proposed 
action  would  occur  in  two  stages:  a  beddown  stage  and  an  operational  stage.  The  beddown  stage 
involves  construction/retrofit  of  required  facilities,  infrastructure,  and  prepared  surfaces,  which 
includes  renovation,  alteration,  and  demolition.  The  beddown  stage  also  includes  preparing  support 
facilities  for  new  personnel  and  students  to  support  the  mission.  The  operational  stage  involves 
conducting  day-to-day  activities  (operational  missions,  maintenance,  etc.)  of  squadrons  at  the  base, 
including  base  flight  operations,  training  in  the  regional  airspace,  and  use  of  auxiliary  airfields. 

Section  2.4  provides  a  detailed  description  of  each  of  the  alternative  bases  under  consideration. 
The  description  of  each  alternative  carried  forward  as  a  reasonable  alternative  contains  specifics 
about  how  the  beddown  and  mission  would  be  implemented  at  the  alternative  base  and  within  the 
regional  airspace.  In  conformance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations 
(40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  [CER]  1502. 14[d]),  this  section  also  describes  a  No  Action 
Alternative,  which  consists  of  not  bedding  down  a  KC-46A  mission. 
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2.2  NARROWING  PROCESS  FOR  ALTERNATIVE  BASES 

The  narrowing  process  used  to  identify  alternatives  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  basing 
locations  is  described  below.  The  process  applied  operational  and  other  criteria  to  identify 
reasonable  alternatives  for  the  beddown  of  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions. 

2.2.1  Alternative  Identification  Process  Methodology 

This  section  describes  the  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  Strategic  Basing  Process  and  then  describes 
the  application  of  the  Strategic  Basing  Process  to  identify  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenario 
basing  locations  included  in  this  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS). 

In  general,  the  USAE  uses  the  Strategic  Basing  Process  outlined  in  Air  Eorce  Instruction 
(API)  10-503  to  select  locations  to  beddown  USAE  missions.  The  process  begins  by  identifying  all 
the  bases  that  could  reasonably  support  a  given  mission.  This  enterprise  of  bases  is  then  evaluated 
using  objective  criteria  to  screen  the  top  candidate  bases.  Major  Command  (MAJCOM)-led  site 
surveys  are  then  conducted  at  each  candidate  location  to  determine  if  the  base  could  reasonably 
support  the  mission  in  question.  The  Strategic  Basing  Executive  Steering  Group  oversees  the 
process  and  reports  findings  directly  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Eorce  (SecAP)  and  Chief  of  Staff 
of  the  Air  Eorce.  This  process  was  mandated  by  the  SecAP  to  ensure  basing  decisions  were  made 
using  a  deliberate,  repeatable,  and  standardized  process. 

In  September  2011,  Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC)  presented  the  Eead  Command  Intent  for  the 
KC-46A  to  the  SecAP.  This  Eead  Command  Intent  described  the  proposed  basing  action  tenets, 
force  structure  mix,  basing  timelines,  and  the  critical  information  that  would  be  used  to  shape 
and  inform  decisions  made  throughout  the  USAE  Strategic  Basing  Process.  The  following 
planning  conventions  were  derived  from  the  Eead  Command  Intent: 

1.  Identify  the  number  of  KC-46A  aircraft  scheduled  to  be  delivered  between  2014  and 
2018.  This  time  period  corresponded  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  Puture 
Years  Defense  Program,  which  is  the  program  and  financial  plan  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  and  provides  a  basis  for  USAE  planning.  Planning  beyond  this  time 
period  is  speculative  due  to  the  indeterminacy  of  availability  of  resources. 

2.  Identify  the  number  of  KC-46A  aircraft  to  be  allocated  to  training  and  to  operations  based 
on  then-current  national  strategic  considerations. 

3.  Determine  the  number  of  bases  minimally  needed  to  support  receipt  of  these  aircraft  for 
training  and  operations  by  dividing  the  amount  allocated  to  training  and  to  operations  by 
the  number  of  squadrons  based  on  two  different  squadron  configurations:  one  squadron 
of  up  to  eight  PAA  for  the  PTU  and  three  squadrons  of  12  PAA  each  (36  PAA  total)  for 
MOB  1  operations.  PAA  are  those  aircraft  assigned  to  meet  the  primary  aircraft 
authorization  and  reflect  the  number  of  aircraft  flown  by  a  unit  in  performance  of  its 
mission. 

4.  Recognize  additional  factors  of  Plans  and  Guidance  and  Global  Positioning,  which 
include  strategic  considerations  but  do  not  provide  meaningful  distinction  among  bases 
for  USAE  training  within  the  United  States  and  its  territories.  An  additional  Eogistics 
Supportability  factor  equates  to  Boeing’s  support  capacity  set  forth  in  its  contract  with 
the  USAE.  This  factor  does  not  distinguish  among  bases  and  is  not  included  in  the 
identification  of  reasonable  ETU  and  MOB  1  beddown  alternatives. 
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Consideration  of  the  planning  conventions  above  led  to  an  initial  screening  of  all  active-duty  AFBs 
against  the  following  standards  for  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions:  (1)  a  runway  of  at  least 
7,000  feet  in  length,  (2)  the  presence  of  an  active-duty  wing  on  the  base,  and  (3)  a  location  in  the 
CONUS.  The  initial  screening  yielded  a  defined  enterprise  of  54  bases  to  be  evaluated  for  the  FTU 
and  MOB  1  beddowns. 

In  2012,  AMC  presented  objective  screening  criteria  to  the  SecAF.  The  approved  screening  criteria 
were  used  to  screen  the  enterprise  of  54  bases  to  identify  those  bases’  capacity  to  successfully 
support  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions.  The  objective  criteria  included  mission,  capacity, 
environmental  considerations,  and  cost  and  are  described  in  more  detail  below: 

•  Mission  criteria:  For  the  FTU,  proximity  to  aircraft  available  to  support  aerial  refueling 
training,  capacity  for  training  and  student  throughput,  existing  or  space  for  the  required 
aircrew  training  system  facility  and  a  Fuselage  Trainer  (FuT)  Facility,  airfield  and 
airspace  availability,  fuel  system  capabilities,  and  the  potential  to  establish  an  association 
to  the  FTU  mission  criteria.  For  the  MOB  1,  proximity  to  refueling  receiver  demand, 
airfield  and  airspace  availability,  fuel  system  capabilities,  and  the  potential  to  establish  an 
association  to  the  MOB  1  mission  criteria 

•  Capacity  criteria:  For  the  FTU,  basic  mission  facility  capacity  or  space;  Base  Operating 
Support  (BOS)  facilities;  base  runway  length  and  bearing  capacity;  available  ramp  space; 
squadron  operations  (Squad  Ops)  facilities  with  Aircraft  Maintenance  Units  (AMUs), 
aircrew,  and  fuselage  training  capabilities;  and  communication  infrastructure  capacity. 
For  the  MOB  1,  hangar  capacity;  runway  length  and  bearing  capacity;  ramp  space;  base 
operation  support  capacity;  Squad  Ops  facilities  with  aircraft  maintenance  units  (AMUs); 
aircrew,  maintenance,  and  fuselage  training  capabilities;  and  communications 
infrastructure 

•  Environmental  criteria:  For  both  the  FTU  and  the  MOB  1,  meet  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA) 
attainment  status,  local  community’s  adoption  of  zoning  or  other  land  use  controls  to 
reduce  encroachment  and  preserve  the  base’s  flying  operations,  waivers  or  absence  of 
incompatible  development  in  the  clear  zone  (CZ)  and/or  accident  potential  zone  (APZ), 
absence  or  limited  incompatible  development  within  noise  contours  above  65-decibel 
(dB)  day-night  average  sound  levels  (DNL) 

•  Cost  factor  criteria:  For  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1,  favorable  area  construction  factor 
based  on  DoD  facilities  Pricing  Guide,  dated  June  2007  (DoD  2007),  as  updated  by  the 
June  2009  draft  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  Pricing  Guide  (DoD  2009);  favorable 
area  locality  cost  factors 

The  SecAF  considered  the  objective  screening  results,  as  well  as  subjective  operational  factors, 
in  determining  the  candidate  bases  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions.  The  subjective 
operational  factors,  also  known  as  military  judgment  factors,  included  the  following: 

•  Plans  and  Guidance 

•  Global  and  Regional  Coverage 

•  Combatant  Commander  Support 

•  Total  Force 

•  Beddown  Timing 

•  Force  Structure 

•  Training  Requirements  and  Efficiencies 

•  Eogistic  Supportability 

•  Resources/Budgeting 
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The  Strategic  Basing  Process  described  above  resulted  in  the  identification  of  two  alternative 
bases  for  consideration  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  mission  and  four  alternative  bases  for  the  MOB  1 
mission  (see  Figure  2-1).  Although  Altus  AFB  and  McConnell  AFB  were  identified  as 
alternative  bases  for  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions,  neither  base  would  be  selected  to  host 
both  missions  because  of  the  inherent  conflicts  and  capacity  issues  associated  with  beddown  of 
both  training  and  operations  squadrons  at  a  single  base. 

•  FTU  Scenario  Alternative  Bases 
o  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma 

o  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas 

•  MOB  1  Scenario  Alternative  Bases 
o  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma 

o  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 
o  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 
o  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas 


Figure  2-1.  Alternative  FTU  and  MOB  1  Basing  Locations 


2.3  KC-46A  MISSION-SPECIFIC  REQUIREMENTS 

Although  the  objective  criteria  described  above  specify  the 
general  requirements  for  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions, 
this  section  describes  the  specific  details  and  requirements  of 
each  mission.  Various  factors  influence  siting  of  facilities 
within  a  developed  cantonment  area.  These  factors  involve 
operational  functionality,  safety,  and  compliance  with  regulations  and  policies  (Federal,  state,  or 
local).  The  process  of  planning  the  beddown  for  a  new  aircraft  and  mission  considers  facility 
requirements  that  can  be  partially  or  wholly  fulfilled  by  existing  facilities  on  the  base.  The  siting 
process  for  new  construction  is  iterative,  applying  factors  described  below,  to  identify  suitable 
sites  relative  to  existing  space  and  facilities  that  provide  a  reasonable  operational  efficiency/cost- 
benefit  value.  All  construction  contracts  for  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  would  require  the  use 
of  Unified  Facilities  Criteria  (UFC)  3-101-01,  Best  Management  Practices,  and  attainment  of  a 
Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  (EEED)  certificate  level  of  silver.  Construction 


Missions  and  Scenarios 

For  the  purposes  of  discussion  in 
this  EIS,  the  words  scenario  and 
mission  are  used  interchangeably. 
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and  renovation  projects  within  the  65  dB  noise  contour  would  include  acoustical  design 
considerations  for  fa9ade  elements  and  interior  design  requirements  per  UFC  3-101-01.  Land  use 
should  comply  with  Department  of  Defense  Instruction  (DoDI)  4165.57  and  Air  Force 
Handbook  32-7084. 

As  part  of  the  selection  process  described  above,  candidate  bases  were  evaluated  based  on  their 
ability  to:  (1)  provide  basic  infrastructure  and  (2)  meet  the  physical  mission  requirements  with 
existing  infrastructure  and  facilities  (with  minor  renovation  or  additions  and  alterations).  For  this 
beddown,  the  USAF  intends  to  use  as  many  existing  facilities  as  possible  but  recognizes  that 
some  new  facilities  would  be  required. 

In  addition  to  the  infrastructure  requirements,  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  I  scenarios  have  different 
manpower  requirements  for  the  active-duty  and  reserve  or  guard  component  responsibilities.  The 
manpower  requirements  for  each  base  are  different  due  to  the  expected  aircraft  numbers  and  the 
different  reserve  or  guard  components  (Air  National  Guard  [ANG]  and  Air  Force  Reserve 
Command  [AFRC])  that  apply  to  each  base. 

2.3.1  KC-46A  FTU  Mission- Specific  Requirements 

The  basic  requirements  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  mission  include  the  physical  infrastructure,  land, 
air,  water,  energy  assets,  and  personnel  needed  to  support  the  training  mission.  This  section 
describes  the  requirements  necessary  for  the  siting  of  facilities  and  infrastructure  allocated  for 
mission  support  functions,  personnel  authorized  to  execute  work  related  to  the  mission,  and  the 
flying  operations  for  the  assigned  FTU  base. 

2. 3. 1.1  FTU  Facility  and  Infrastructure  Requirements 

The  basic  allocation  and  physical  requirements  to  support  the  FTU  mission  are  listed  below: 

•  One  (1)  General  Maintenance/Corrosion  ControlAVash  Rack  Hangar 

•  One  (1)  Fuel  Cell  Maintenance  Hangar 

•  One  (1)  Squad  Ops  Facility 

•  One  (1)  AMU  Facility 

•  One  (1)  Flight  Training  Center  (FTC)  consisting  of: 

o  Six  (6)  Weapon  System  Trainers  (WST) 
o  Five  (5)  Boom  Operator  Trainers  (BOT) 
o  Four  (4)  Pilot  Part  Task  Trainers  (P-PTT) 
o  Three  (3)  Boom  Operator  Part  Task  Trainers  (BO-PTT) 

•  Two  (2)  FuTs 

•  One  (1)  Maintenance  Operations  Center 

•  One  (1)  Aircrew  Flight  Equipment  (AFE)  Eacility 

•  Runway:  minimum  147-feet  wide  by  7,000-feet  long  with  a  weight-bearing  capability  of 
415,000  pounds 

•  Eight  (8)  parking  spots  with  Euel  Pit  Type  III  Euel  Hydrant  System  on  the  parking  ramp 

•  Appropriate  fuel  supply,  storage,  and  distribution  system  to  support  the  aircraft 

•  Radar  Approach  Control  (RAPCON),  Instrument  Eanding  System  (lES),  Tactical  Air 
Navigation  (TACAN)  and  Airfield  Navigational  Aid  System  (NAVAIDS)  that  can 
support  the  KC-46A 

•  One  (1)  or  more  auxiliary  airfields  to  support  training  activities 
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•  Crash  Recovery  Shop  with  adequate  vehicle  parking 

•  A  variety  of  shop  areas  (welding,  hydraulics,  composite  repair,  sheet  metal,  etc.)  required 
for  the  mission 

•  Adequate  housing,  dormitory  space,  visiting  quarters,  and  associated  base  support 
operations  and  personnel 

Depending  on  location,  a  variety  of  other  service-type  facilities  and  infrastructure  could  be  required 
to  support  the  FTU  mission.  These  could  include  child  development  centers  (CDCs),  utilities,  roads, 
taxiways,  overmns,  dining  facilities,  and  fitness  centers. 

Hangars,  Aircraft  Maintenance  Unit  (AMU),  Squadron  Operations  (Squad  Ops).  The  number 
of  hangars  required  at  a  base  is  dependent  on  the  PAA  for  that  base.  Based  on  Air  Force  Manual 
(AFMAN)  32-1084,  eight  PAA  would  require  one  general  maintenance  hangar,  one  corrosion 
control  hangar,  and  one  fuel  cell  hangar.  In  addition,  eight  PAA  would  drive  the  need  for  up  to 
two  additional  hangar  spaces  either  in  existing  facilities  or  in  a  newly  constructed  or  modified 
facility.  The  general  maintenance  hangar  would  function  primarily  as  an  inspection  hangar  and 
secondarily  as  a  repair  hangar  for  scheduled  and  unscheduled  maintenance.  The  corrosion 
control  hangar  would  include  a  self-contained  paint  booth  for  touch-ups  and  would  also  function 
as  a  wash  rack.  The  fuel  cell  maintenance  hangar  is  primarily  used  to  remove,  repair,  and  replace 
fuel  cell  tanks  from  aircraft.  Hangars  must  be  appropriately  sized  based  on  the  dimensions  and 
clearance  requirements  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  unless  a  waiver  is  granted. 

The  FTU  mission  would  also  require  one  Squad  Ops  facility  and  one  AMU  facility.  These 
facilities  are  typically  combined  in  a  two-story  facility,  with  the  AMU  function  on  the  first  floor 
and  office  space  for  command,  administration,  mission  planning,  briefing,  and  support  on  the 
second  floor.  The  AMU  space  serves  as  a  home  base  for  technicians  working  on  the  flightline 
and  also  houses  the  administrative  functions  for  the  flightline. 

The  USAF  has  determined  that  the  life  support  functions,  previously  included  in  the  Squad  Ops 
facilities,  would  become  a  stand-alone  AFE  facility.  All  facilities  would  be  designed  based  on 
the  Total  Force  Integration  (TFI)  concept. 

Flightline  Development.  To  support  the  KC-46A  FTU  mission,  a  7, 000-foot- long,  147-foot-wide 
runway  capable  of  handling  aircraft  with  a  takeoff  weight  of  415,000  pounds  is  needed.  The 
KC-46A  FTU  would  require  a  minimum  of  eight  parking  spaces,  plus  additional  space  for 
taxiways.  In  addition,  the  FTU  mission  would  require  an  available  and  functioning  RAPCON,  ILS, 
TAG  AN,  and  NAVAIDS  capable  of  supporting  day-night  landings.  The  flightline  would  also 
require  an  Intrusion  Detection  and  Surveillance  System  capable  of  supporting  the  additional 
aircraft. 

Fuels  Infrastructure.  To  support  the  FTU  mission,  the  base  must  be  able  to  receive  up  to 
190,000  gallons  of  jet  fuel  per  day  from  commercial  sources  to  maintain  adequate  supply.  Fuels 
storage  at  the  base  selected  would  include  storage  facilities  with  a  minimum  of  946,000  gallons 
of  capacity  and  would  be  able  to  dispense  fuel  through  a  Type  III  hydrant  system  to  support 
KC-46A  refueling  (at  a  rate  of  2,400  gallons  per  minute). 

Flight  Training  Center  (FTC)  and  Fuselage  Trainer  (FuT).  New  aircraft  like  the  KC-46A 
require  a  combination  of  an  FTC  with  full  WST  simulators,  BOT  simulators,  P-PTTs,  classroom 
space,  instructor  accommodations/staff,  command  and  control  (C2),  and  administrative 
space/staff  to  receive  and  train  aircrews  and  an  FuT  facility  with  fuselage  trainers,  classroom 
space,  and  cargo  loading  training  yards.  This  training  is  composed  of  three  elements  of  learning: 
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•  Academics,  designed  to  provide  essential  aircraft  system  knowledge,  procedural 
memorization  for  safe  operation,  and  tactical  employment  theory  for  combat  operations 

•  Virtual  and  P-PTTs,  BO-PTTs,  BO  simulators,  and  flight  simulators  to  bridge  academics 
and  actual  flying  with  hands-on  manipulation  of  the  aircraft  and  associated  systems 

•  Actual  aircraft  operation  to  build  flight-specific  habit  patterns,  develop  situational 
awareness,  acclimate  the  aircrew  to  the  high-performance  environment,  and  achieve 
sufficient  levels  of  required  proficiency 

Formal  training  involves  classroom  work;  virtual  and  P-PTTs/BO-PTTs  and  flight  simulators 
such  as  WST,  FuT,  and/or  BOX  sessions;  and  flight  time  in  the  aircraft.  All  cargo  operations 
training  would  be  performed  in  the  FuT  or  in  a  parked  aircraft. 

The  FTC  requires  space  to  house  six  bays  for  WSTs,  five  BOTs,  four  P-PTTs,  three  BO-PTTs, 
and  adjoined  or  adjacent  classroom  and  office  space.  The  two  FuTs  require  administrative  and 
academic  space,  two  open  bays,  and  two  cargo  yards  adjacent  to  the  flightline. 

Housing  and  Support  Facilities.  Housing  for  eligible  permanent-party  military  personnel 
associated  with  the  FTU  mission  would  include  privatized  base  housing  or  housing  available  in 
the  local  market  off  base.  All  eligible  unaccompanied  enlisted  permanent-party  personnel  would 
be  housed  in  dormitories  under  the  FTU  mission.  Visiting  Quarters  are  required  for  all 
unaccompanied  officer  and  enlisted  students.  Civil  servant  and  contractor  personnel  supporting 
the  FTU  would  not  be  authorized  on-base  housing  or  lodging. 

2. 3. 1.2  FTU  Personnel  Requirements 

Basing  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  mission  would  require  sufficient  personnel  to  operate  and  maintain 
the  aircraft  and  to  provide  necessary  support  services.  Depending  on  the  existing  personnel, 
including  the  reserve  component  of  the  mission  at  the  selected  FTU  base,  the  requirement  would 
be  between  300  and  450  full-time  personnel.  These  requirements  would  also  be  influenced  by  the 
reserve  or  guard  component  of  the  mission.  Personnel  would  include  active-duty  and  reserve 
(both  full-  and  part-time),  officer,  enlisted,  DoD  civilian,  contractor  support  personnel,  and  BOS 
personnel.  In  addition  to  the  personnel  required  to  support  the  mission,  the  family  members  or 
dependents  of  full-time  military  personnel  are  also  included  in  the  analysis.  Family  members  and 
dependents  were  estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  the  full-time  military  personnel.  School-age 
dependents  of  full-time  military  personnel  were  estimated  at  1.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time 
military  personnel. 

2. 3. 1.3  FTU  Flight  Operations 

KC-46A  flight  operations  at  the  FTU  base  would  focus  on  training  aircrews  to  develop  the 
capability  needed  for  all  mission  requirements.  Training  events  would  include  such  skills  as 
formation  flying,  advanced  aircraft  handling,  and  tactics  related  to  the  different  missions 
expected  of  the  multi-role  KC-46A.  Aircrews  would  train  at  a  home  base  and  at  auxiliary 
airfields,  and  the  majority  of  training  would  be  completed  in  simulators.  Flight  training  activities 
are  described  below. 

Training  activities  may  be  categorized  as  a  sortie  and/or  an  operation.  The  majority  (99  percent, 
or  1,800)  of  annual  sorties  departing  from  the  home  base  at  the  FTU  would  be  training  sorties 
and  would  include  a  variety  of  prescribed  skills  that  the  crew  must  complete.  A  small  number 
(1  percent,  or  26)  of  annual  sorties  from  the  home  base  would  be  mission  sorties  where  the 
aircraft  departs  the  base  to  complete  a  given  mission  (e.g.,  refueling  another  aircraft).  All  sorties 
involve  one  takeoff  and  landing  from  the  home  base  location. 
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Flight  operations  could  include  takeoff,  closed  pattern  (a  closed  pattern  consists  of  two  portions : 
a  takeoff/departure  and  an  approach/landing,  and  is  therefore  considered  two  operations),  and 
landing.  Additional  flight  operations  for  KC-46A  training  events  are  described  below. 

A  typical  KC-46A  training  sortie  would  be  similar  to  a 
KC-135  training  sortie  and  would  involve  students  and 
instructors  departing  from  the  base,  climbing  to  altitude 
for  aerial  refueling  training,  and  accomplishing  a  variety 
of  different  flight  operations.  Training  sorties  typically 
depart  from  and  return  to  the  home  base  on  the  same  day 
(mission  sorties  may  return  to  the  home  base  on  a 
different  day).  Flight  training  in  local  patterns  would  be 
completed  at  the  home  base  or  by  using  an  auxiliary 
airfield,  either  military  or  civilian,  depending  on  the 
availability  of  suitable  facilities,  within  a  convenient 
range  of  the  home  base.  Existing  associated  air  refueling 
(AR)  tracks  would  be  used  for  tanker  and  receiver 
training.  Much  like  the  KC-135  student  pilots,  KC-46A 
students  would  use  the  auxiliary  airfields  for  various 
landings,  such  as  a  straight- in  landing,  an  overhead 
break  (overflying  the  airfield,  then  maneuvering  within 
visual  sight  of  the  runway  to  get  in  a  position  to  safely 
land),  touch-and-go  landings,  conventional  landings,  or 
closed  patterns. 

Mirroring  the  current  KC-135  FTU,  KC-46A  training  would  take  place  240  days  annually 
(following  a  standard  5-day  training  week).  The  KC-46A  FTU  average  sortie  would  be  around 
5  hours  in  duration.  The  current  training  plan  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  is  an  average  of  7.5  sorties 
per  day. 

During  training  activities,  aircrews  would  use  two  types  of  landing  and  takeoff  profiles,  a 
standard  profile  and  a  tactical  profile.  Standard  profiles  use  a  typical  straight-in  or  straight-out 
landing  or  takeoff.  Tactical  landings  and  takeoffs  are  a  more  rapid  spiral-in  or  spiral-out 
maneuver.  About  10  percent  of  training  takeoffs  would  use  a  standard  profile  and  about 
90  percent  would  use  a  tactical  profile.  About  20  percent  of  training  landings  would  use  a 
straight-in  landing  profile  and  about  80  percent  would  use  tactical  profiles. 

Each  training  sortie  would  perform  an  average  of  approximately  10.5  closed  patterns  (which 
equates  to  about  21  airfield  operations).  About  60  percent  of  daytime  sorties  would  fly  in  local 
patterns  near  the  home  base  and  about  40  percent  would  be  flown  at  the  auxiliary  airfields  outside 
the  local  area.  All  nighttime  operations  (between  the  hours  of  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.)  would  be 
conducted  at  the  ETU  base  only. 

2.3. 1.4  FTU  Airspace  Use 

Aircrews  associated  with  the  ETU  would  use  a  combination  of  existing  airspace  to  perform 
training  missions.  The  Eederal  Aviation  Administration  (EAA)  has  designated  airspace  within 
the  United  States  as  Controlled,  Special  Use,  Other,  or  Uncontrolled.  A  sortie-operation  is  the 
use  of  one  airspace  unit  by  one  aircraft.  The  number  of  sortie-operations  is  used  to  quantify  the 
number  of  times  a  single  aircraft  uses  an  airspace  unit  and  is  not  a  measure  of  how  long  an 
aircraft  uses  an  airspace  unit.  Special  Use  Airspace  (SUA)  identified  for  military  and  other 
governmental  activities  is  charted  and  published  by  the  EAA.  SUA  is  designated  airspace  within 


The  terms  sortie  and  operation  are  used 
to  describe  flight  activities.  Each  has  a 
different  meaning  and  applies  to  a 
different  set  of  flight  activities.  These 
terms  are  also  used  to  quantify  flight 
activities  for  the  purpose  of  environmental 
impact  analysis.  A  sortie  consists  of  a 
single  military  aircraft  flight  from  the 
initial  takeoff  through  the  final  landing 
and  includes  all  activities  that  occur 
during  that  mission.  For  this  EIS,  the  term 
sortie  is  used  when  referring  to  the 
quantity  of  aircraft  operations  from  the 
airfield.  A  sortie  can  include  more  than 
one  operation.  The  term  operation 
consists  of  a  single  activity  such  as  a 
landing  or  a  takeoff  During  a  single 
sortie,  one  KC-46A  could  perform  several 
operations;  therefore,  the  number  of 
operations  could  exceed  the  total  number 
of  sorties. 
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which  flight  activities  are  conducted  that  requires  confinement  of  participating  aircraft  or  may 
place  operating  limitations  on  nonparticipating  aircraft.  SUA  includes  Military  Operations  Areas. 

The  KC-46A  would  be  operated  in  existing  airspace,  and  the  types  of  flight  operations  would 
mirror  the  existing  or  historical  KC-135  operations.  The  KC-46A  would  use  existing  AR  tracks 
and  fuel  jettison  areas,  if  necessary.  FTU  sorties  involving  refueling  training  and  practice  would 
primarily  take  place  in  designated  AR  tracks. 

2.3.2  KC-46A  MOB  1  Mission- Specific  Requirements 

The  basic  requirements  for  the  three  KC-46A  MOB  1  squadrons  (12  aircraft  per  squadron) 
include  the  physical  infrastructure,  land,  airspace,  personnel,  and  water  and  energy  assets  needed 
to  support  the  MOB  1  mission.  This  section  presents  the  criteria  that  apply  to  the  MOB  1  siting, 
facilities  for  mission  and  mission  support  functions,  and  personnel  authorized  to  execute  work 
related  to  the  mission  and  flying  operations  required  as  part  of  the  MOB  1  mission. 

2.3.2. 1  MOB  1  Facility  and  Infrastructure  Requirements 

The  basic  allocation  and  physical  requirements  necessary  to  support  three  squadrons  of 
12  KC-46A  are  listed  below. 

•  Four  (4)  General  Maintenance  Hangars 

•  One  (1)  Fuel  Cell  Hangar 

•  One  (1)  Corrosion  ControlAV ash  Rack  Hangar 

•  Three  (3)  Squad  Ops  Facilities 

•  Three  (3)  AMU  Facilities 

•  One  (1)  FTC  consisting  of: 

o  Three  (3)  WSTs 
o  Two  (2)  BOTs 
o  One(l)P-PTT 

•  One(l)FuT 

•  One  (1)  Maintenance  Training  Facility  (MTF) 

•  Supply  Warehousing,  Flightline  Support  Facility  and  Aircraft  Parts  Storage 

•  Aerospace  Ground  Equipment  (AGE)  storage  and  parking 

•  Aerial  Port  Cargo  Eacility/Processing  Yard  and  Passenger  Terminal 

•  Crash  Recovery  Shop  with  adequate  vehicle  parking 

•  Alternate  Mission  Equipment  (AME)  Storage  and  Maintenance  Eacility  (pallets,  etc.) 

•  Runway:  minimum  147-feet  wide  by  7,000-feet  long  with  a  weight-bearing  capability  of 
415,000  pounds 

•  Twenty-three  (23)  parking  spots  with  Euel  Pits  and  a  Type  III  Euel  Hydrant  System  on 
the  parking  ramp 

•  Appropriate  fuel  supply,  storage,  and  distribution  systems  to  support  36  PAA 
.  RAPCON,  lES,  TACAN,  and  NAVAIDS  that  can  support  the  KC-46A 

•  A  variety  of  shop  areas  (welding,  hydraulics,  composite  repair,  sheet  metal,  etc.)  required 
for  the  mission 
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Depending  on  the  location,  a  variety  of  other  service-type  facilities  and  infrastructure  could  be 
required  to  support  the  MOB  1  mission.  These  could  include  CDCs,  utilities,  roads,  taxiways, 
overruns,  dining  facilities,  fitness  center,  visiting  quarters,  dormitories,  and  possibly  new  housing. 

Hangars,  Aircraft  Maintenance  Units  (AMUs),  Squadron  Operations  (Squad  Ops).  The  number 
of  hangars  required  at  a  base  is  dependent  on  the  PAA  for  that  base.  Based  on  AFMAN  32-1084, 
36  PAA  would  require  four  general  maintenance  hangars,  one  fuel  cell  hangar,  and  one  corrosion 
control  hangar.  The  general  maintenance  hangar  would  function  primarily  as  an  inspection 
hangar  and  secondarily  as  a  repair  hangar.  The  corrosion  control  hangar  would  include  a  self- 
contained  paint  booth  for  touch-ups  and  would  also  function  as  a  wash  rack.  The  fuel  cell  hangar 
would  primarily  be  used  to  remove,  repair,  and  replace  fuel  cell  tanks  from  aircraft. 

The  MOB  1  mission  would  also  require  three  Squad  Ops  facilities  and  three  AMU  facilities. 
These  would  be  two-story  facilities,  as  described  in  the  FTU  section. 

The  USAF  has  determined  that  the  life  support  functions,  previously  included  in  the  Squad  Ops 
facilities,  would  become  a  stand-alone  AFE  facility.  All  facilities  would  be  designed  based  on 
the  TFI  concept. 

Flightline  Development.  To  support  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission,  a  7,000-foot-long,  147-foot-wide 
mnway  capable  of  handling  aircraft  with  a  takeoff  weight  of  415,000  pounds  is  needed.  The  36  PAA 
would  require  23  parking  spaces,  plus  additional  space  for  taxiways.  In  addition,  the  MOB  1  mission 
would  require  an  available  and  functioning  RAPCON,  ILS,  TACAN,  and  NAVAIDS  capable  of 
supporting  day-night  landings.  The  flightline  would  also  require  an  Intrusion  Detection  and 
Surveillance  System  capable  of  supporting  the  additional  aircraft. 

Fuels  Infrastructure.  To  support  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  base  must  be  able  to  receive  up  to 
360,000  gallons  of  jet  fuel  per  day  from  commercial  sources  to  maintain  adequate  supply.  Fuels 
storage  at  the  base  selected  would  include  storage  facilities  with  up  to  1.8  million  gallons  of 
capacity  and  would  be  able  to  dispense  fuel  through  a  Type  III  hydrant  system. 

Flight  Training  Center  (FTC)  and  Fuselage  Trainer  (FuT).  New  aircraft  like  the  KC-46A 
require  a  combination  of  a  formal  training  center  with  full  system  trainers,  part  task  trainers, 
simulators,  classroom  space,  instructor  accommodations/staff,  C2,  and  administrative  space/staff 
to  receive  and  train  aircrews.  Although  the  MOB  1  scenario’s  primary  mission  would  not  be 
training,  some  training  would  be  required.  Formal  training  involves  classroom  work;  virtual  and 
P-PTTs  and  flight  simulators  such  as  WST,  FuT,  and  BOT  sessions;  and  flight  time  in  the 
aircraft.  All  cargo  operations  training  would  be  performed  in  the  FuT  or  in  a  parked  aircraft. 

The  FTC  requires  three  bays  for  the  WSTs,  two  BOTs,  one  P-PPT,  an  adjoined  or  adjacent 
classroom,  and  office  space.  The  FuT  requires  administrative  and  academic  space,  one  open  bay, 
and  one  cargo  yard  adjacent  to  the  flightline. 

Housing  and  Support  Facilities.  Housing  for  eligible  permanent-party  military  personnel 
associated  with  the  MOB  1  mission  would  include  privatized  base  housing  or  housing  available  in 
the  local  market  off  base.  For  the  MOB  1  mission,  dormitories  would  be  used  for  all 
unaccompanied  enlisted  students  and  for  permanently  assigned,  unmarried  first-term  Airmen. 
Adequate  child  care,  medical,  fitness  center,  and  other  BOS/force  support  must  also  be  available. 

2. 3.2.2  MOB  1  Personnel  Requirements 

Basing  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  would  also  require  basing  sufficient  personnel  to  operate 
and  maintain  the  aircraft  and  to  provide  necessary  support  services.  Depending  on  the  existing 
personnel,  including  the  reserve  or  guard  component  of  the  mission  at  the  selected  MOB  1  base. 
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the  requirement  would  be  between  1,700  and  1,800  full-time  personnel.  This  would  include  both 
active-duty  and  reserve  (both  full-  and  part-time),  officer,  enlisted,  DoD  civilian,  contractor 
support  personnel,  and  BOS  personnel.  In  addition  to  the  personnel  required  to  support  the 
mission,  the  dependents  or  family  members  of  full-time  military  personnel  are  also  included  in 
the  analysis.  Family  members  and  dependents  were  estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  the  full¬ 
time  military  personnel.  School-age  dependents  of  full-time  military  personnel  were  estimated  at 
1.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel. 

2.3.23  MOB  1  Flight  Operations 

KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  MOB  1  mission  would  complete  mission  sorties  and  local 
training  sorties  to  maintain  proficiency  in  the  aircraft.  These  sorties  would  originate  at  the  home 
base,  and  no  auxiliary  airfields  would  be  required  for  the  MOB  1  beddown.  The  majority  of 
proficiency  training  would  occur  in  simulators.  For  those  tasks  that  require  in-flight  training,  a 
typical  training  sortie  is  described  below. 

A  typical  KC-46A  proficiency  training  sortie  would  be  similar  to  a  KC-135  training  sortie  and 
would  include  a  takeoff  from  the  home  base,  climb  to  altitude  for  aerial  refueling  training, 
accomplishing  takeoff,  landing,  and  closed  pattern  training  and  then  a  return  to  the  home  base  for 
a  landing.  Proficiency  training  sorties  typically  depart  from  and  return  to  the  home  base  on  the 
same  day.  A  mission  sortie  typically  departs  the  home  base  and  returns  on  a  later  day.  All  sorties 
involve  one  takeoff  and  landing  from  the  home  base.  The  following  information  describes  sorties 
for  most  bases,  but  could  vary  depending  on  the  MOB  1  location. 

Typically,  training  sorties  would  depart  to  an  existing  AR  track  or  other  training  area  and  return  to 
the  home  base.  About  75  percent  of  training  takeoffs  would  use  a  standard  profile,  while  about 
25  percent  would  use  a  tactical  profile.  Upon  arrival,  about  60  percent  of  these  sorties  would  use  a 
straight-in  landing  profile,  while  about  40  percent  would  use  varied  approach  profiles.  Most 
training  sorties  would  perform  about  six  closed  patterns  (which  equates  to  about  12  airfield 
operations).  Any  sorties  between  the  hours  of  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  local  time  would  be 
considered  environmental  night. 

The  majority  of  annual  sorties  departing  from  home  base  would  be  training  sorties  to  maintain 
aircrew  proficiencies.  A  minority  of  sorties  departing  from  home  base  would  be  mission  sorties. 
Training  sorties  are  normally  performed  6  days  a  week,  or  312  days  per  year.  Mission  sorties 
could  occur  365  days  a  year.  About  90  percent  of  all  sorties  are  during  the  day  and  10  percent  are 
at  night.  Mission  sorties  generally  use  a  standard  takeoff  profile,  and  80  percent  are  non¬ 
heavyweight  (takeoff  weight  of  253,000  pounds  or  less).  Mission  sorties  normally  arrive  back  at 
the  home  base  using  a  standard  final  approach,  with  the  aircraft  coming  to  a  full  stop  on  landing. 

2. 3.2.4  MOB  1  Airspace  Use 

The  MOB  1  squadrons  would  use  a  combination  of  existing  airspace  to  perform  their  missions.  The 
FAA  has  designated  the  airspace  within  the  United  States  as  Controlled,  Special  Use,  Other,  or 
Uncontrolled.  SUA  identified  for  military  and  other  governmental  activities  is  charted  and  published 
by  the  FAA.  SUA  is  designated  airspace  within  which  flight  activities  are  conducted  that  requires 
confinement  of  participating  aircraft  or  may  place  operating  limitations  on  nonparticipating  aircraft. 

The  KC-46A  would  be  operated  in  existing  airspace,  and  the  types  of  flight  operations  would 
mirror  the  existing  or  historical  KC-135  operations.  The  KC-46A  would  use  existing  AR  tracks 
and  fuel  jettison  areas.  Flight  activities  involving  refueling  training  and  practice  would  primarily 
occur  in  designated  AR  tracks. 
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2.3.3  Initial  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (lOT&E) 

Four  production-representative  KC-46A  aircraft,  to  be  used  during  Initial  Operational  Test  and 
Evaluation  (lOT&E),  would  arrive  at  the  MOB  1  in  early  2016.  During  lOT&E,  the  Air  Eorce 
Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  Center  would  test  the  capabilities  of  the  KC-46A  under  realistic 
operational  conditions.  The  MOB  1  would  provide  that  realistic  operational  environment. 
Activities  evaluated  would  include  basic  flight  operations,  sortie  generation,  aircraft 
maintenance,  refueling  system  performance,  supply  support,  and  basing  requirements. 

KC-46A  aircraft  operations  during  lOT&E  would  be  very  similar  to  the  existing  KC-135 
operations  occurring  at  the  base.  Until  specific  operational  procedures  are  developed  for  the 
KC-46A,  the  USAE  would  use  operational  procedures  developed  for  the  KC-135  aircraft.  During 
lOT&E,  expected  operations  include  single  ship  and  formation  launches  and  recoveries  at 
varying  fuel  weights  to  include  maximum  performance  takeoffs,  simulated  combat  tactical 
maneuvering,  and  formation  surge  operations  (launching  all  test  aircraft  in  a  minimum  amount  of 
time)  during  the  day  and  night.  The  intent  for  lOT&E  is  that  the  KC-46A  would  be  operated 
similar  to  the  KC-135,  utilizing  the  local  base  and  global  operating  procedures. 

The  USAE  anticipates  that,  as  more  knowledge  is  gained  about  the  new  aircraft  and  crewmember 
needs,  some  adjustments  would  occur  using  an  adaptive  management  approach  to  achieve  the 
most  streamlined  and  sustainable  operational  and  training  programs. 

2.4  DESCRIPTION  OF  ALTERNATIVE  BASING  LOCATIONS 

Depending  on  available  infrastructure,  facilities,  and  to  some  degree,  personnel,  available  for  the 
KC-46A  ETU  or  MOB  1  mission,  proposed  construction,  demolition,  renovations,  and  incoming 
personnel  numbers  vary  between  alternatives.  The  facility  siting  analysis  for  each  alternative 
base  took  into  consideration  the  functional  requirements  of  the  ETU  and  MOB  1  missions  and 
compared  them  with  the  existing  infrastructure  and  environmental  constraints  at  each  base.  The 
following  subsections  provide  specifics  about  the  beddown  and  operations  at  each  of  the 
alternative  bases.  Table  2-2  provides  a  summary  comparison  of  the  alternatives  for  each  mission, 
along  with  the  No  Action  Alternative. 


Table  2-2.  Summary  of  Alternatives 


Alternative 

Components 

Altus  AFB 
FTU/MOB  1 

Fairchild  AFB 
MOB  1 

Grand  Forks  AFB 
MOB  1 

McConnell  AFB 
FTU/MOB  1 

No  Action 
Alternative 

Current  KC-135 

PAA 

18 

30 

0 

44 

Varies  by 
location 

Proposed  KC-46A 
PAA 

Up  to  8/36 

36 

36 

Up  to  8/36 

0 

Facilities  and 
Infrastructure 

See  Sections  2.3.1  and  2.3.2  for  the  FTU-  and  MOB  1 -specific  facilities  and 
infrastructure  requirements. 

None 

Personnel  and 
Dependent  Change" 

+578/+4,917 

+  1,095 

+4,526 

+570^-29 U 

0 

Aircraft  Operations 
Change"^ 

+41,364/+33,710 

+18,796 

+33,710 

+41,3647+9,189" 

0 

^  Does  not  include  DoD  civilians,  part-time  Reservists  or  contractors  (other  base  personnel)  under  the  assumption  that  these  are  local. 

^  The  McConnell  AFB  FTU  personnel  and  dependent  numbers  are  different  from  the  Altus  AFB  FTU  personnel  and  dependent  numbers 
because  the  FTU  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  would  be  additive  and  the  MOB  1  mission  would  be  a  replacement  mission. 

The  MOB  1  scenario  is  a  replacement  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  with  a  net  reduction  in  full-time  military  personnel. 

^  Aircraft  operations  change  is  the  difference  between  the  total  baseline  and  total  projected  for  all  aircraft  types. 

^  Baseline  PAA  for  McConnell  AFB  is  44  KC-135  aircraft. 
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2.4.1  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (FTU  or  MOB  1) 

The  USAF  is  considering  two  different  actions  for  Altus  AFB.  One  action,  for  which  Altus  AFB  has 
been  selected  as  the  Preferred  Alternative,  includes  the  beddown  of  one  FTU  squadron  by  Air 
Education  and  Training  Command  (AETC)  with  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft.  A  second  action  would 
be  the  beddown  of  three  squadrons  by  AMC  with  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  These 
are  separate  actions;  Altus  AEB  could  only  be  selected  for  the  implementation  of  one  of  these  actions 
(as  described  in  Chapter  1).  The  classic  association  (active  led,  AERC  supported)  would  continue  if 
Altus  AEB  is  selected  for  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  mission. 

Section  2.4. 1.2  describes  the  personnel  changes,  physical  and  development  changes,  airfield 
operations,  and  changes  in  use  of  auxiliary  airfields  that  would  occur  with  implementation  of  the 
FTU  scenario.  Section  2.4. 1.3  describes  changes  that  would  occur  with  implementation  of  the 
MOB  1  scenario.  No  auxiliary  airfields  would  be  used  as  part  of  the  MOB  1  scenario. 

2.4. 1.1  Altus  AFB  Overview 

Altus  AFB  is  located  in  the  southwestern  comer  of  Oklahoma,  adjacent  to  the  City  of  Altus  (see 
Figure  2-2).  The  base  is  at  a  field  elevation  of  1,382  feet  and  covers  an  area  of  approximately 
8,016  acres.  Two  runways  (13,440  feet  and  9,000  feet  in  length)  and  one  assault  landing  zone 
(3,500  feet  in  length)  are  located  at  Altus  AFB.  The  overall  layout  of  existing  facilities  and 
infrastructure  at  Altus  AFB  is  shown  on  Figure  2-3. 

Originally  named  Altus  Army  Airfield,  the  base  was  constmcted  in  1942,  with  military  personnel 
and  aircraft  arriving  in  1943.  The  primary  training  aircraft  in  the  early  years  of  Altus  AFB  were 
the  Cessna  AT- 17  Bobcat,  the  Curtiss-Wright  AT-9  Jeep,  and  the  C-45  Expeditor.  Altus  AEB 
was  inactive  from  May  1945  until  August  1953,  when  many  bases  were  reactivated  following  the 
onset  of  the  Korean  War.  In  the  early  1960s,  under  the  577th  Missile  Squadron,  Altus  AEB 
maintained  12  Atlas  intercontinental  ballistic  missile  silos  within  a  40-mile  radius  of  the  base. 
In  1967,  Altus  AEB  became  home  to  the  C-141  Starlifter  and  the  C-5  Galaxy  under  the 
443rd  Military  Airlift  Wing  of  the  Military  Airlift  Command;  in  the  early  1970s,  Altus  AEB  was 
assigned  KC-135  aircraft  under  the  340th  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ARW).  The  C-17  Globemaster 
arrived  at  Altus  AEB  in  1996.  In  2007,  both  the  C-I4I  and  C-5  ceased  operating  at  Altus  AEB. 

Altus  AEB  is  currently  home  to  97th  Air  Mobility  Wing  (AMW)  and  supports  four  major  units:  the 
97th  Operations  Group,  the  97th  Mission  Support  Group,  the  97th  Maintenance  Directorate,  and 
the  97th  Medical  Group.  The  97  AMW  provides  formal  initial  and  advanced  specialty  training  for 
the  C-17  Globemaster  and  the  KC-135  Stratotanker.  In  2012,  the  AFRC’s  730th  Air  Mobility 
Training  Squadron  (AMTS)  was  reactivated  at  Altus  AEB  as  part  of  the  USAE’s  TFI.  The 
730  AMTS  works  side  by  side  with  active-duty  Airmen  in  the  97  AMW  training  C-17  and  KC-135 
aircrew  members. 

2.4. 1.2  FTU  Beddown  Specifics 

The  USAE  determined  that  Altus  AFB’s  infrastructure  and  base  resources  could  accommodate 
the  basic  requirements  for  the  KC-46A  ETU  mission  within  the  constraints  set  by  the  alternative 
narrowing  process  described  in  Section  2.2.  This  section  details  the  actions  that  would  occur  at 
Altus  AEB  if  the  base  were  selected  for  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A  ETU  mission.  The  ETU 
scenario  would  be  additive  to  the  current  mission  at  Altus  AEB,  and  the  first  four  of  up  to 
eight  aircraft  would  be  scheduled  to  arrive  in  2016.  The  current  aircraft  inventory  at  Altus  AEB 
includes  17  C-17  aircraft  and  18  KC-135  aircraft. 
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2.4. 1 .2. 1  Facilities  and  Infrastructure 

The  overall  facility  requirements  for  the  FTU  beddown  are  described  in  Section  2. 3. 1.1.  Most  of 
these  requirements  are  met  through  existing  infrastructure  and  facilities  on  Altus  AFB.  However, 
some  modifications  and  additions  to  existing  facilities  and  infrastructure  would  be  required  at 
Altus  AFB  to  support  KC-46A  FTU  training  operations.  Table  2-3  lists  the  KC-46A  FTU-related 
projects  that  would  take  place  within  the  previously  disturbed  cantonment  area  of  Altus  AFB,  as 
shown  on  Figure  2-4. 

Existing  flight  operations  and  refueling  activities  associated  with  the  C-17  and  KC-135  FTUs 
would  continue  during  demolition  and  reconstruction  activities.  During  demolition  and 
construction  of  the  new  hydrant  systems,  additional  refueling  vehicles  would  be  used  to  maintain 
the  C-17  and  KC-135  missions. 

Table  2-3.  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  at 

Altus  AFB 


Project 

Facility  Size 
(Square  Feet) 

Demolition 

Building  170  (to  make  room  for  new  FuT  Facility) 

25,469 

Building  171  (to  make  room  for  new  Flight  Training  Facility) 

11,264 

Total  Square  Feet 

36,733 

Renovation 

Building  87,  Group  Headquarters  and  Mission  Training 

6,237 

Building  394,  Contractor  Supply  Storage 

7,000 

Total  Square  Feet 

13,237 

New  Construction 

FTC 

36,821 

FuT  Facility 

45,690 

Hydrant  pit  (one  pit  added  to  existing  system) 

-100 

Total  Square  Feet 

82,611 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  193,  Squad  Ops/AMU 

29,995 

Building  518,  Tail  Enclosure  and  Euel  Cell  Expansion 

12,322 

Building  285,  Tail  Enclosure  and  Tool  Crib  Expansion 

-12,000 

Total  Square  Feet 

54,317 

2.4. 1.2.2  Personnel 

The  current  personnel  at  Altus  AFB  and  the  projected  increase  necessary  to  support  the  KC-46A 
FTU  mission  are  provided  in  Table  2-4.  Currently,  the  base  has  about  4,000  personnel,  including 
military,  part-time  reserve,  government  civilians,  contractors,  and  students.  The  current  student 
population  varies  depending  on  training  and  syllabi  schedules,  but  represents  an  average  daily 
student  load  (ADSL)  at  Altus  AFB.  The  ADSL  for  the  KC-46A  LTU  would  be  200.  Because  the 
LTU  mission  at  Altus  ALB  would  be  in  addition  to  the  existing  missions,  an  increase  in 
personnel  would  be  anticipated.  The  KC-46A  LTU  mission  would  require  approximately 
144  full-time  military  (includes  119  active-duty,  12  reserve,  and  13  BOS)  personnel, 
approximately  20  part-time  reserve  personnel,  approximately  252  DoD  civilian  personnel,  and 
approximately  23  contractors  (categorized  as  “other  base  personnel”). 
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Figure  2-4,  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB 
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Table  2-4.  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  Personnel  and  Dependent  Changes 


Personnel 

Baseline 

KC-46A  FTU 
Scenario 

Total 

Military  (full-time) 

1,379 

144 

1,523 

Military  Dependents  and  Family  Members 

1,051 

234“ 

1,285 

Part-Time  Reservists 

19 

20 

39 

Students 

362 

200 

562 

DoD  Civilian 

1,243 

252 

1,495 

Other  Base  Personnel 

907 

23 

930 

Total 

4,961 

873 

5,834 

^  Dependents  estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel  only. 


About  1,051  military  dependents,  currently  associated  with  the  full-time  military  personnel  at 
Altus  AFB,  live  in  communities  surrounding  the  base.  Approximately  234  family  members  and 
dependents  would  be  anticipated  to  accompany  the  full-time  military  personnel  associated  with 
the  KC-46A  FTU  mission. 

2.4. 1 .2.3  Flight  Operations 

Table  2-5  provides  a  comparison  of  the  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  anticipated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  mission  at  Altus  AFB  to  the  existing  baseline  mission.  The  table 
shows  that  the  total  annual  operations  at  Altus  AFB  would  increase  from  109,459  per  year  to 
150,823,  resulting  in  an  approximate  38  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 


Table  2-5.  Altus  AFB  Baseline  and  Projected  Annual  FTU  Scenario  End-State  Airfield 

Operations'* 


Baseline 

Projected 

Aircraft 

Unit 

Flying 

Days/ 

Year 

Landings 

and 

Takeoffs 

Closed 

Pattern* 

Total 

Landings 

and 

Takeoffs 

Closed 

Pattern* 

Total 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

C-17 

240 

41.98 

10,075 

172.78 

41,467 

214.76 

51,542 

41.98 

10,075 

172.78 

41,467 

214.76 

51,542 

KC-135 

240 

16.50 

3,960 

219.20 

52,608 

235.7 

56,568 

16.50 

3,960 

219.20 

52,608 

235.70 

56,568 

Transient^ 

240 

2.84 

682 

2.78 

667 

5.62 

1,349 

2.84 

682 

2.78 

667 

5.62 

1,349 

KC-46A‘' 

240 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15.22 

3,653 

157.13 

37,711 

172.35 

41,364 

Total 

61.32 

14,717 

394.76 

94,742 

456.08 

109,459 

76.54 

18,370 

551.89 

132,453 

628.43 

150,823 

^  An  operation  is  the  accomplishment  of  a  single  maneuver  such  as  a  takeof^depaiture,  an  arrival/landing,  or  half  of  a  closed  pattern. 

^  A  closed  pattern  consists  of  two  operations:  one  takeoff  and  one  landing.  The  numbers  presented  are  operations. 

The  primary  transient  military  aircraft  types  using  Altus  AFB  include  C-130,  C-17,  C-21,  and  T-38. 

^  The  normal  flying  hours  for  Altus  AFB  are  9:30  A.M.  to  2:30  P.M.  However,  approximately  20  percent  of  the  total  KC-46A  operations  would 
occur  during  environmental  night  (10:00  P.M.  to  7:00  A.M.). 


2.4. 1 .2.4  Auxiliary  Airfields 

The  existing  KC-135  and  C-17  aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  currently  use  four  auxiliary  airfields.  The 
KC-46A  aircraft  associated  with  the  FTU  would  use  the  same  AR  tracks,  the  four  auxiliary 
airfields  and,  if  necessary,  fuel  jettison  areas  as  are  currently  used  by  the  KC-135  FTU.  A  variation 
to  the  typical  training  sortie  described  above  could  involve  performing  closed  patterns  at  an 
auxiliary  airfield.  Auxiliary  airfields  currently  used  by  Altus  AFB  include  Clinton-Sherman 
Industrial  Airpark  (CSM),  Lubbock  Preston  Smith  International  Airport  (LBB),  Rick  Husband 
Amarillo  International  Airport  (AMA),  and  Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport  (AFW).  The  location  of 
these  airfields  relative  to  Altus  AFB  is  shown  on  Figure  2-5. 
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Figure  2-5,  Location  of  Auxiliary  Airfields  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma 
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The  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flight  tracks  that  the  KC-135  aircraft  currently  use  to 
access  the  auxiliary  airfields.  KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU  would  fly  a  combined 
estimate  of  6,516  annual  aircraft  operations  at  the  four  auxiliary  airfields. 

Rick  Husband  Amarillo  International  Airport  (AMA).  This  commercial  airport  is  co-located 
with  the  former  Amarillo  AFB,  a  former  Strategic  Air  Command  (SAC)  airfield  with  a 
13, 502-foot- long  runway  (Runway  04/22).  This  runway  is  now  used  primarily  for  commercial 
aviation,  but  still  supports  a  small  number  of  military  operations  each  year.  Runway  13/31  is  the 
second  runway  at  AMA  measuring  7,901  feet  in  length.  AMA  encompasses  approximately 
3,547  acres  and  is  owned  by  the  City  of  Amarillo,  Texas.  There  are  currently  54,115  annual 
airfield  operations  at  AMA.  Both  KC-135  aircraft  and  C-17  aircraft  from  Altus  AFB  currently 
use  the  airport  for  training  operations. 

Clinton  Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  (CSM).  As  a  former  SAC  base,  CSM  has  one  of  the 
longest  runways  in  Oklahoma — Runway  17R/35L,  measuring  13,503  feet  in  length  and 
approximately  300  feet  wide.  This  airpark  also  has  a  second  runway.  Runway  17L/35R, 
measuring  5,193  feet  in  length.  Owned  by  Oklahoma  Space  Industry  Development  Authority, 
CSM  is  located  approximately  15  miles  southwest  of  Clinton,  in  Washita  County,  Oklahoma. 
The  airpark  encompasses  approximately  2,700  acres  and  is  an  ideal  site  for  pilot  training  because 
of  the  size  of  the  runway  and  the  remote  nature  of  the  location.  CSM  is  currently  being  used  by 
KC-135  and  C-17  pilots  from  Altus  AFB,  as  well  as  by  pilots  from  Vance  and  Sheppard  AFBs. 
CSM  also  supports  Navy  and  non-commercial  flight  operations.  CSM  currently  supports  a  total 
of  28,485  annual  airfield  operations. 

Lubbock  Preston  Smith  International  Airport  (LBB).  This  airfield  served  a  military  function 
during  World  War  II,  but  has  been  in  commercial  service  since  the  1950s.  With  three  runways, 
LBB  is  one  of  the  busiest  airports  in  Texas  and  supports  a  hub  for  Federal  Express.  The  longest 
runway  at  LBB  is  Runway  17R/35L,  measuring  11,500  feet  in  length.  The  other  two  runways  at 
LBB  are  Runways  8/26  and  17L/35R,  with  respective  lengths  of  8,003  and  2,891  feet.  LBB 
encompasses  approximately  3,000  acres  and  is  owned  by  the  City  of  Lubbock,  Texas.  LBB 
currently  supports  67,919  annual  operations,  including  training  operations  by  both  the  KC-135 
and  C-17  aircraft  from  Altus  ALB. 

Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport  (AFW).  This  airport  was  developed  as  a  commercial  airport  in 
1989  and  served  to  off-load  some  of  the  excess  traffic  from  Dallas-Lort  Worth  Airport.  ALW  has 
two  parallel  runways;  Runway  16L/34R  is  9,600  feet  in  length  and  Runway  16R/34L  is 
8,220  feet  in  length.  ALW  encompasses  approximately  1,198  acres  and  is  owned  by  the  City  of 
Lort  Worth,  Texas.  There  are  currently  100,756  annual  airfield  operations  at  AFW,  of  which 
military  operations  account  for  about  15  percent.  KC-135  aircraft  from  Altus  AFB  make  up  a 
portion  of  the  military  aircraft  operations. 

2.4. 1.3  MOB  1  Beddown  Specifics 

This  section  details  the  actions  that  would  occur  at  Altus  AFB  if  selected  to  base 
36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  The  MOB  1  mission  would  add  to  the  existing 
KC-135  and  C-17  FTU  missions  at  Altus  AFB. 

2.4. 1 .3 . 1  Facilities  and  Infrastructure 

The  overall  facility  requirements  for  the  MOB  1  beddown  are  described  in  Section  2.3.2. 1. 
Most  of  these  requirements  are  met  through  existing  infrastructure.  However,  the  proposed 
MOB  1  beddown  at  Altus  AFB  would  require  new  construction  and  demolition  (C&D)  of 
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facilities,  as  well  as  modifications  to  some  existing  facilities.  The  projects  that  would  be 
necessary  to  support  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  at  Altus  AFB  are  listed  in  Table  2-6. 

Table  2-6.  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB 


Project 

Facility  Size 
(Square  Feet) 

Demolition 

Building  82 

10,663 

Building  171 

11,264 

Building  55 1 

1,319 

Building  554 

725 

Building  557 

725 

Building  563 

144 

Building  564 

1,968 

Building  565 

1,968 

Ramp  Area 

480,000 

Total  Square  Feet 

508,776 

Renovation 

Renovate  Taxi  way  G  and  Reconstruct  K-I 

147,006 

Repair  Concrete  Overrun 

351,000 

Building  87,  Wing  Headquarters  (Operations  Group,  ANG,  and  AFRC) 

101,552 

Building  170,  Aircraft  Parts  Storage/Contractor  Supplies 

<100 

Building  285,  Construct  Interior  Wall  and  Expand  Hydraulic  Shop 

<100 

Total  Square  Feet 

599,758 

New  Construction 

Ramp  Area  and  AGE  Apron 

2,500,000 

Install  Box  Culvert  in  Existing  Irrigation  Canal 

5,000 

Refueling  Truck  Parking  Yard 

8,325 

Hangar  Row  Road 

104,400 

Squadrons  Operations  Eacility  with  AMU  (3  buildings) 

111,000 

Maintenance  Hangar  with  AME  (2-bay) 

95,768 

Euel  Cell  Hangar 

64,972 

Maintenance  Hangar  (2-bay) 

127,728 

Install  Ramp  Lighting 

SE  not  applicable 

Maintenance  Training  Eacility  (MTE) 

44,300 

Euel  Tanks,  Pumps,  Hydrant  System 

222,000 

EuT  Eacility 

10,600 

Weapons  System  Trainer 

26,100 

Two  Dormitories  (96  rooms) 

66,366 

Visiting  Quarters 

63,100 

Total  Square  Feet 

3,449,929 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  369,  Add  Vault 

7,500 

Building  156,  Gym  Addition 

14,400 

Total  Square  Feet 

21,900 

With  the  exception  of  the  new  ramp,  taxiway  lighting,  refueling  truck  parking  yard,  and  hangar 
row  road,  renovation  and  additions/alterations  of  buildings  and  repairs  to  existing  runway 
overruns  and  taxiways  would  be  conducted  primarily  on  existing  improved  surfaces.  The  large 
new  ramp  area,  refueling  truck  parking  yard,  and  hangar  row  road  would  be  constructed  on 
unimproved  land  along  the  flightline  (see  Figures  2-6  and  2-7). 
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Figure  2-6,  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46AMOB  1  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB  -  Map  1 
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Additional  projects  not  shown  on  the  map 
include  repairs  to  runway  and  taxiway  surfaces. 
These  repairs  involve  the  resurfacing  of 
existing  concrete  or  asphalt  surfaces. 
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Figure  2-7,  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46AMOB  1  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB  -  Map  2 


Final 


2-23 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Demolition  of  nine  structures  would  involve  the  removal  of  about  12  acres  of  existing  structure. 
Removal  of  the  existing  refueling  equipment,  two  fuel  storage  tanks,  and  the  north  ramp  hydrant 
fuel  system  is  also  included  in  the  demolition  plan. 

Existing  flight  operations  and  refueling  activities  associated  with  the  C-17  and  KC-135  FTUs 
would  continue  during  demolition  and  reconstruction  activities. 

A  construction  transition  plan  would  be  implemented  for  the  taxiways,  and  overrun  demolition 
and  construction  would  be  phased  so  as  to  not  interfere  with  existing  airfield  operations.  During 
demolition  and  construction  of  the  new  hydrant  systems,  additional  refueling  vehicles  would  be 
used  to  support  the  C-17  and  KC-135  missions. 

2.4. 1.3.2  Personnel 

The  current  personnel  at  Altus  AFB  and  the  projected  increase  necessary  to  support  the  KC-46A 
MOB  1  mission  are  provided  in  Table  2-7.  As  part  of  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  AFRC  would  have 
an  association  with  the  active-duty  component,  as  described  below. 

Because  the  MOB  1  mission  at  Altus  AFB  would  be  in  addition  to  the  existing  missions,  an 
increase  in  personnel  would  be  anticipated.  The  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  would  require 
approximately  1,873  full-time  military  (includes  1,340  active-duty,  305  reserve,  and  228  BOS) 
personnel,  approximately  930  part-time  reserve  personnel,  approximately  29  DoD  civilian 
personnel,  and  approximately  20  contractors  (categorized  as  “other  base  personnel”). 


Table  2-7.  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  Personnel  and  Dependent  Changes 


Personnel 

Baseline 

KC-46A  MOB  1 
Scenario 

Total 

Military  (full-time) 

1,379 

1,873 

3,252 

Military  Dependents  and  Family  Members 

1,051 

3,044“ 

4,095 

Part-Time  Reservists 

19 

930 

949 

Students 

362 

0 

362 

DoD  Civilian 

1,243 

29 

1,272 

Other  Base  Personnel 

907 

20 

927 

Total 

4,961 

5,896 

10,857 

^  Dependents  estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel  only. 


About  1,051  military  dependents,  currently  associated  with  the  full-time  military  personnel  at 
Altus  AFB,  live  in  communities  surrounding  the  base.  Approximately  3,044  family  members  and 
dependents  would  be  anticipated  to  accompany  the  full-time  military  personnel  associated  with 
the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission.  Depending  on  the  availability  of  housing  in  areas  surrounding 
Altus  AFB,  the  additional  families  associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  could  need 
about  1,873  homes.  These  could  either  be  existing  houses  in  the  communities  surrounding  the 
base  or  constructed  new  off  base.  To  ascertain  whether  the  required  number  of  homes  is 
available  in  the  communities  around  Altus  AFB,  the  USAF  would  conduct  a  Housing 
Requirements  and  Market  Analysis  (HRMA).  This  analysis  would  be  completed  if  Altus  AFB 
were  selected  to  receive  this  mission. 
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2.4. 1 .3.3  Flight  Operations 

Table  2-8  provides  a  comparison  of  the  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  anticipated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  at  Altus  AFB  to  the  existing  baseline  mission.  The 
table  shows  that  the  total  annual  operations  at  Altus  AFB  would  increase  from  109,459  per  year 
to  143,169,  resulting  in  an  approximate  31  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 


Table  2-8,  Altus  AFB  Baseline  and  Projected  Annual  MOB  1  Scenario  End-State  Airfield 

Operations" 


Baseline 

Projected 

Landings  and 

Closed 

Total 

Landings  and 

Closed 

Total 

Aircraft 

Unit  Flying 
Days/ Year 

Takeoffs 

Pattern* 

Takeoffs 

Pattern* 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

C-17 

240 

41.98 

10,075 

172.78 

41,467 

214.76 

51,542 

41.98 

10,075 

172.78 

41,467 

214.76 

51,542 

KC-135 

240 

16.50 

3,960 

219.2 

52,608 

235.70 

56,568 

16.50 

3,960 

219.20 

52,608 

235.70 

56,568 

Transient'^ 

240 

2.84 

682 

2.78 

667 

5.62 

1,349 

2.84 

682 

2.78 

667 

5.62 

1,349 

KC-46A"' 

312“’ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17.60 

5,630 

90.00 

28,080 

107.60 

33,710 

TotaF 

61.32 

14,717 

394.76 

94,742 

456.08 

109,459 

78.92 

20,347 

484.76 

122,822 

563.68 

143,169 

^  An  operation  is  the  accomplishment  of  a  single  maneuver  such  as  a  takeof^depaiture,  an  arrival/landing,  or  half  of  a  closed  pattern. 


A  closed  pattern  consists  of  two  operations:  one  takeoff  and  one  landing.  The  numbers  presented  are  operations. 

The  primary  transient  aircraft  types  using  Altus  AFB  include  C-130,  C-17,  C-21,  and  T-38. 

^  Approximately  10  percent  of  the  total  KC-46A  operations  would  occur  during  environmental  night  (10:00  P.M.  to  7:00  A.M.). 

^  The  annual  total  represents  a  combination  of  operations  resulting  from  local  training  sorties,  which  occur  312  days  per  year,  and  mission 
sorties,  which  occur  365  days  per  year.  The  expected  475  mission  sorties  per  year  would  not  normally  conduct  closed  pattern  operations, 
whereas  training  sorties  would  conduct  an  average  of  approximately  six  closed  patterns  per  sortie. 

The  total  operations  in  this  table  are  a  combination  of  all  aircraft  operations  and  are  based  on  different  numbers  of  flying  days. 

2.4. 1 .3.4  Auxiliary  Airfields 

The  proposed  MOB  1  mission  at  Altus  AFB  would  not  require  the  use  of  auxiliary  airfields.  The 

KC-46A  aircraft  would  utilize  the  existing  KC-135  flight  tracks,  fuel  jettison  areas,  and  AR  tracks. 

2.4.2  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  (MOB  1) 

The  USAF  is  considering  Fairchild  AFB  for  the  MOB  1  mission  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft.  The 
classic  association  (active  led,  ANG  supported)  would  continue  if  Fairchild  AFB  is  selected  for 
beddown  of  the  MOB  1  mission. 

Section  2.4. 2. 2  describes  the  personnel  changes,  physical  and  development  changes,  and  airfield 
operations  that  would  occur  with  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission. 

2.4.2. 1  Fairchild  AFB  Overview 

Fairchild  AFB  is  located  in  Spokane  County,  Washington  approximately  12  miles  west  of  the 
City  of  Spokane,  Washington  (see  Figure  2-8).  Fairchild  AFB  hosts  one  northeast-to-southwest 
runway  that  is  13,899  feet  long  by  200  feet  wide,  and  is  one  of  only  three  active-duty  KC-135 
Stratotanker  wings  in  the  USAF.  The  host  unit  at  Fairchild  AFB  is  the  92  ARW  assigned  to  the 
18th  Air  Force  (AF)  of  AMC.  The  mission  of  Fairchild  AFB  is  to  “Support  America’s  War 
Fighters  with  Global  Reach  Airpower  and  Agile  Combat  Support”  and  to  “Perform  air  refueling, 
airlift,  and  aeromedical  evacuation  missions  supporting  U.S.  and  coalition  conventional 
operations  and  United  States  Strategic  Command  strategic  deterrence  missions.” 
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Figure  2-8,  Regional  Location  of  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 
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Fairchild  AFB  covers  approximately  4,551  acres  of  land  and  is  home  to  a  wide  variety  of  units 
and  missions.  The  most  prominent  mission  is  aerial  refueling,  but  others  include  the  USAF 
Survival,  Evasion,  Resistance,  and  Escape  (SERE)  School,  Washington  Air  National  Guard 
(WANG),  AERC,  the  Joint  Personnel  Recovery  Agency  (JPRA),  medical  detachments,  and 
others. 

Eairchild  APB  was  activated  in  March  1942  as  the  Spokane  Army  Air  Depot.  The  depot  served  as 
a  major  repair  center  for  World  War  II  aircraft  (mostly  B-17  Plying  Portresses).  Shortly  after  the 
conclusion  of  World  War  II,  two  bombardment  wings  (92nd  and  98th  Bombardment  Wing 
[BMW])  were  assigned  to  the  base.  These  units  flew  the  B-29  Superfortress.  In  July  1951,  the 
base’s  name  was  changed  to  Eairchild  APB  and  the  92  BMW  received  the  B-36  Peacemaker.  In 
October  1957,  the  base  converted  to  the  B-52  Stratofortress  and  in  Pebruary  1958,  the  first 
KC-135  Stratotanker  arrived  at  Eairchild  APB.  In  1960,  Eairchild  APB  received  an  Atlas  missile 
launch  complex,  becoming  the  first  base  to  have  both  manned  aircraft  and  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles.  The  Atlas  mission  was  deactivated  in  1965,  but  the  B-52s  continued  to  fly  at 
Eairchild  APB  until  1994.  When  the  B-52s  left  the  base,  the  92  BMW  was  redesignated  the 
92  ARW.  The  92  ARW  continues  to  fly  the  KC-135. 

2. 4. 2. 2  MOB  1  Beddown  Specifics 

This  section  details  the  actions  that  would  occur  at  Eairchild  APB  if  selected  to  base  36  KC-46A 
aircraft  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  The  MOB  1  mission  would  replace  the  existing  KC-135  aerial 
refueling  mission  at  Eairchild  APB  and  result  in  a  net  increase  of  six  PAA.  However,  the  SERE, 
JPRA,  and  KC-135  Weapons  Instructor  Course  (WIC)  missions  would  continue.  The  KC-135 
WIC  function  would  temporarily  move  from  Building  2040  to  Building  399.  The  WIC  function 
comprises  23  military  instructor/administrative  personnel  and  a  student  throughput  of  16  students 
per  year.  This  function  is  responsible  for  76  airfield  annual  sorties  at  Eairchild  APB  and  would 
continue  regardless  of  the  final  KC-46A  MOB  1  basing  decision. 

The  USAP  determined  that  Fairchild  AFB’s  infrastructure  and  base  resources  could 
accommodate  the  basic  requirements  for  a  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  within  the  constraints  set  by 
the  alternative  narrowing  process  described  in  Section  2.2.  The  overall  layout  of  existing 
facilities  and  infrastructure  at  Fairchild  AFB  is  shown  on  Figure  2-9. 

2.4. 2. 2.1  Facilities  and  Infrastructure 

The  overall  facility  requirements  for  the  MOB  1  beddown  are  described  in  Section  2.3.2. 1.  Most 
of  these  requirements  are  met  through  existing  infrastructure.  However,  the  proposed  MOB  1 
beddown  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  require  new  C&D  of  facilities,  as  well  as  modifications  to 
some  existing  facilities.  The  projects  anticipated  to  be  required  to  support  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
mission  at  Fairchild  AFB  are  listed  in  Table  2-9.  The  proposed  redevelopment  would  take  place 
within  the  previously  disturbed  cantonment  area  of  Fairchild  AFB  (see  Figure  2-10).  The 
proposed  apron  and  fuels  upgrade  project  would  be  developed  on  areas  of  the  flightline  that  are 
currently  paved  and  unpaved. 
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Figure  2-9,  Base  Overview  of  Fairchild  AFB 
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Figure  2-10.  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB 
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Table  2-9,  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at 

Fairchild  AFB 


Project 

Facility  Size  (Square  Feet) 

Demolition” 

Building  1011 

32,664 

Building  1013 

27,747 

Building  1015 

32,664 

Building  1017 

27,875 

Building  1018 

1,881 

Building  1019 

37,278 

Building  2120 

28,200 

Total  Square  Feet 

188,309 

Renovation* 

Building  1001,  FuT 

27,749 

Building  1003,  Cargo  Deployment  Function 

36,664 

Building  1025,  Vehicle  Servicing 

26,681 

Building  1037,  Transitional  Wash  Rack 

39,977 

Building  2005,  Squad  Ops  and  AMU 

38,308 

Building  2007,  Squad  Ops  and  AMU 

38,300 

Building  2040,  Operations  Support  Squadron  and  Aircraft  Flight  Equipment 

15,800 

Building  2050,  General  Maintenance  Hangar 

474,182 

Building  2090,  Aircraft  Elight  Equipment 

36,603 

Building  2097,  Squad  Ops  and  AMU 

40,600 

Building  2272,  Dormitory  Conversion 

23,755 

Building  2245 

57,027 

Roads  and  Parking  Upgrades 

44,882 

Repair  Taxiways  A,  B,  C,  D,  E,  E,  and  P  (resurfacing  of  existing  pavements) 

1,168,788 

Total  Square  Feet 

2,068,316 

New  Construction 

Corrosion  Control  and  Fuel  Cell  Hangar 

145,626 

Maintenance  Training  Facility 

44,355 

New  Aprons  and  Fuels  Upgrade  (decommission  of  old  hydrant  loop  and  installation  of 
new) 

1,420,056 

Fuel  Stand  (remove  former  stand  and  reconstruct) 

3,560 

Total  Square  Feet 

1,613,597 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  2045,  Logistics  Readiness  Squadron 

20,000 

Building  2048,  WSTs,  BOT 

12,500 

Total  Square  Feet 

32,500 

^  Demolition  of  Buildings  1021  and  1023  are  required  for  new  construction.  These  buildings  were  evaluated  under  a  previous  environmental 
assessment,  are  already  scheduled  for  demolition,  and  would  be  demolished  with  or  without  the  KC-46A  beddown. 

^  Buildings  1024  and  1026  would  be  used  to  house  KC-46A  personnel,  but  no  renovations  are  required. 


2.4. 2. 2. 2  Personnel 

The  current  personnel  at  Fairchild  AFB  and  the  projected  increase  necessary  to  support  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  are  provided  in  Table  2-10.  Currently,  the  base  has  approximately 
6,400  personnel,  including  military,  part-time  Guardsmen,  DoD  civilians,  and  contractors.  The 
ANG  would  have  an  association  with  the  active-duty  component,  as  shown  in  Table  2-10. 

The  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  would  require  approximately  1,656  full-time  military  (includes 
1,348  active-duty,  288  reserve,  and  20  BOS)  personnel,  approximately  374  part-time 
Guardsmen,  and  approximately  20  contractors  (categorized  as  “other  base  personnel”). 
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Table  2-10,  Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  Personnel  and  Dependent  Changes 


Personnel 

Baseline 

KC-46A 
MOB  1 
Scenario 

KC-135 

Drawdown 

Change 

Total 

Military  (full-time) 

3,334 

1,656 

-1,239 

417 

3,751 

Military  Dependents  and  Family  Members 

3,906 

2,691" 

-2,013" 

678 

4,584 

Part-Time  Guardsmen 

1,354 

374 

-339 

35 

1,389 

DoD  Civilian 

531 

25 

-24 

1 

532 

Other  Base  Personnel 

621 

20 

0 

20 

641 

Total 

9,746 

4,766 

-3,615 

1,151 

10,897 

^  KC-46A  and  drawdown  KC-135  dependents  estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel  only. 


About  3,900  military  dependents  are  currently  associated  with  the  full-time  military  personnel  at 
Fairchild  AFB.  In  addition,  dependents  of  the  non-military  personnel  live  in  the  surrounding 
communities.  The  projected  new  military  personnel  are  expected  to  be  accompanied  by 
2,691  dependents. 

2.4. 2. 2. 3  Flight  Operations 

Table  2-11  provides  a  comparison  of  the  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  anticipated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  at  Fairchild  AFB  to  the  existing  KC-135  mission.  The 
table  shows  that  the  total  annual  operations  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  increase  from  30,507  per  year 
to  49,303,  resulting  in  an  approximate  62  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 


Table  2-11.  Fairchild  AFB  Baseline  and  Projected  Annual  MOB  1  Scenario  End-State 

Airfield  Operations" 


Baseline 

Projected 

Aircraft 

Unit 

Flying 

Landings 

and 

Takeoffs 

Closed 

Pattern* 

Total 

Landings 

and 

Takeoffs 

Closed 

Pattern* 

Total 

DaysA"  ear 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

KC-135" 

260 

11.34 

2,948 

46.02 

11,965 

57.36 

14,914 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

UH-60 

260 

10.01 

2,603 

5.54 

1,440 

15.55 

4,043 

10.01 

2,603 

5.54 

1,440 

15.55 

4,043 

UH-IN 

260 

3.17 

824 

16.80 

4,368 

19.97 

5,192 

3.17 

824 

16.80 

4,368 

19.97 

5,192 

Transient 

365 

5.34 

1,949 

12.08 

4,409 

17.42 

6,358 

5.34 

1,949 

12.08 

4,409 

17.42 

6,358 

KC-46A‘' 

312^' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17.60 

5,630 

90.00 

28,080 

107.60 

33,710 

Total* 

29.86 

8,324 

80.44 

22,183 

110.30 

30,507 

36.12 

11,006 

124.42 

38,297 

160.54 

49,303 

^  An  operation  is  the  accomplishment  of  a  single  maneuver,  such  as  a  takeoff/departure,  an  arrival/landing,  or  half  of  a  closed  pattern. 

^  A  closed  pattern  consists  of  two  operations:  one  takeoff  and  one  landing.  The  numbers  presented  are  operations. 

A  minor  number  of  KC-135  sorties  associated  with  the  WIC  could  continue  with  the  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario. 

^  The  primary  transient  aircraft  types  using  Fairchild  AFB  include  C-12,  C-130,  C-17,  C-9,  EA-6B,  F-16,  F-18A/C,  KC-135,  and  P-3C.  There  is 
also  some  use  of  Fairchild  AFB  by  helicopters  and  piston  aircraft  (types  unidentified). 

^  Approximately  10  percent  of  the  total  KC-46A  operations  would  occur  during  environmental  night  (10:00  P.M.  to  7:00  A.M.). 

The  annual  total  represents  a  combination  of  operations  resulting  from  local  training  sorties,  which  occur  312  days  per  year,  and  mission 
sorties,  which  occur  365  days  per  year.  The  expected  475  mission  sorties  per  year  would  not  normally  conduct  closed  pattern  operations, 
whereas  training  sorties  would  conduct  an  average  of  approximately  six  closed  patterns  per  sortie. 

^  The  total  operations  in  this  table  are  a  combination  of  all  aircraft  operations  and  are  based  on  different  numbers  of  flying  days. 

2.4. 2. 2. 4  Auxiliary  Airfields 

The  proposed  MOB  1  mission  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  not  require  the  use  of  auxiliary  airfields 
but  would  utilize  the  existing  KC-135  flight  tracks,  fuel  jettison  areas,  and  AR  tracks. 
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2.4.3  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  (MOB  1) 

The  USAF  is  considering  Grand  Forks  AFB  for  the  MOB  1  mission  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft. 
Section  2.4. 3. 2  describes  the  personnel  changes,  physical  and  development  changes,  and  airfield 
operations  associated  with  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission. 

2. 4. 3.1  Grand  Forks  AFB  Overview 

Grand  Forks  AFB  is  located  in  Grand  Forks  County  near  the  North  Dakota-Minnesota  border  at 
the  junction  of  Red  Lake  River  and  the  Red  River  of  the  North  (see  Figure  2-11).  The  base  is 
north  of  and  adjacent  to  the  City  of  Emerado  and  is  15  miles  west  of  the  City  of  Grand  Forks. 
The  City  of  Grand  Forks  is  approximately  75  miles  north  of  Fargo,  North  Dakota,  and 
approximately  145  miles  south  of  Winnipeg,  Manitoba,  in  Canada.  Grand  Forks  AFB  hosts  one 
north-to-south  runway  that  is  12,350  feet  long  by  150  feet  wide.  Figure  2-12  shows  an  overhead 
view  of  the  base. 

The  host  unit  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  the  319th  Air  Base  Wing  (ABW)  assigned  to  the  Expeditionary 
Center  of  AMC.  The  319  ABW  provides  base  operating  and  direct  operational  support  to  wing 
personnel,  three  tenant  units,  and  nine  geographically  separated  units.  Grand  Eorks  AEB  trains, 
deploys,  and  redeploys  more  than  1,300  Airmen  in  support  of  the  Air  Expeditionary  Eorce  and 
combatant  commander  requirements.  Tenant  groups  include  the  Department  of  Homeland  Security 
(DHS)  operating  the  MQ-9  Reaper  remotely  piloted  aircraft  (RPA),  the  69th  Reconnaissance  Group, 
and  the  372nd  Training  Squadron. 

Grand  Eorks  AEB  was  established  in  1954,  when  the  USAE  announced  plans  to  build  an  Air 
Defense  Command  fighter-interceptor  base  in  eastern  North  Dakota.  In  1956,  the  USAE 
announced  it  would  also  utilize  Grand  Eorks  AEB  to  support  SAC  bombers  and  tankers.  In  I960, 
Air  Defense  Command  stationed  the  E-IOI  Voodoo  fighter- interceptor  squadron  at  Grand  Eorks 
AEB,  along  with  the  first  KC-135  aerial  refueling  squadron.  In  1962,  the  B-52  Stratofortress 
bomber  arrived  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB.  In  the  mid-1960s,  SAC  organized  a  strategic  missile  wing 
at  Grand  Eorks  AEB  and  began  construction  on  a  Minuteman  II  missile  complex,  which  became 
operational  in  December  1966.  In  1987,  the  B-52  aircraft  were  replaced  by  the  newer  and  more 
capable  B-IB  Eancer  strategic  bomber,  while  the  KC-135A  Stratotankers  were  replaced  by  the 
KC-135R  models.  Heavy  bomber  operations  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB  ended  with  the  last  B-IB 
Eancer  departing  the  base  on  26  May  1994.  The  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAG) 
directed  the  realignment  of  all  KC-135  aircraft  to  other  AEBs,  and,  in  2010,  the  last  KC-135 
aircraft  departed  Grand  Eorks  AEB.  This  final  KC-135  flight  marked  the  end  of  50  years  of  aerial 
refueling  operations  at  the  base  and  the  culmination  of  53  years  of  flying  operations.  In  early 
2009,  the  DHS’s  Customs  and  Border  Protection  became  a  tenant  organization  at 
Grand  Porks  APB  and  brought  its  RPA  program  to  the  base.  In  late  December  2010,  ACC 
initiated  RQ-4  Global  Hawk  operations  and  the  119  ABW  initiated  MQ-1  Predator  operations  in 
fulfillment  of  the  2005  BRAG  recommendation  for  future  operations  at  Grand  Porks  APB.  The 
first  Global  Hawk  RPA  arrived  at  Grand  Porks  APB  in  June  2011. 

2. 4. 3. 2  MOB  1  Beddown  Specifics 

This  section  details  the  actions  necessary  at  Grand  Porks  APB  if  selected  for  the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  mission.  The  MOB  1  mission  would  be  in  addition  to  the  three  existing  RPA 
missions  at  Grand  Porks  APB.  The  USAE  determined  that  Grand  Forks  AFB’s  infrastructure  and 
base  resources  could  accommodate  the  basic  requirements  for  a  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  within 
the  constraints  set  by  the  alternative  narrowing  process  described  in  Section  2.2. 
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Figure  2-11,  Regional  Location  of  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 


Final 


2-34 


March  2014 


^l[r_HAKC46a\Bases\Grand_Forks\GI_S\R|ojects\Fi2i£|e^J^J,nsta|laCon_Overview_Grand_Fork^ 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


I _ 


Legend 

N 

L _ ;  Base  Boundary 

s 

Airfield 

0 

860  1,720 

L _ 


I - 

I'— 'r 


■1 


a 


aoc3 

[> 

OaD 


--•I* 

“•"’I 


D  a 


0  D 


m 

•  "*i.  i! 

I 

w  ^ 


vaamn  cxiaaae^ 


D  n 
& 

Dp  g  0'^  t] 

[} 

C3  •  Cb  <  %  .  □  -  a 

11 

n  J  “  .D  ■  ;  . 

o  a 
^  Q. 


b 


i!l  f 


_  ^.S.  2  J 


Figure  2-12,  Base  Overview  of  Grand  Forks  AFB 
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2.4. 3. 2.1  Facilities  and  Infrastructure 

The  overall  facility  requirements  for  the  MOB  1  beddown  are  described  in  Section  2.3.2. 1. 
Grand  Forks  AFB  has  the  physical  real  estate  and  infrastructure  to  beddown  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario;  however,  some  of  the  anticipated  projects  required  to  support  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  are  listed  in  Table  2-12.  Some  of  the  existing  facilities,  airfield 
ramp  space,  and  hangars  are  currently  utilized  for  day-to-day  RPA  missions.  Due  to  ongoing 
base  operations  and  the  KC-46A  aircraft  mission  requirements,  new  construction,  additions,  and 
renovations  would  be  required  to  beddown  the  KC-46A  (see  Figure  2-13). 

Table  2-12,  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at 

Grand  Forks  AFB 


Project 

Project  Size 
(Square  Feet) 

Demolition 

Building  531 

3,731 

Building  635“ 

6,106 

Total  Square  Feet 

9,837 

Renovation 

Building  221,  Dormitory 

26,265 

Building  307,  ANG  Wing  Headquarters 

2,100 

Building  528,  Base  Operations 

2,100 

Building  602,  RPA  Wing 

27,172 

Building  607,  Operation  Group/Operations  Support  Squadron/ Aircraft  Maintenance  Squadron 

37,286 

Building  629,  Squad  Ops/AMU 

3,359 

Building  631,  Squad  Ops/AMU 

3,359 

Building  670,  Supply  Shop 

N/A  -  Renovations 
consist  of  the  installation 
of  a  cage  for  segregated 
storage. 

Runway  and  Overrun  Repairs 

18,829,628 

Roads  and  Parking  Upgrades 

Undetermined 

Parking  Apron/Fuels  Hydrant  Upgrade 

830,184 

Taxi  way  A,  F,  G  Renovations 

596,978 

Total  Square  Feet 

20,358,431 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  556,  Flight  Stimulator  (WSTs,  BOT) 

32,475 

Building  622,  Composite  Shop 

8,500 

Building  649,  General  Maintenance  Hangar  (3-bay)/AME 

334,644 

Building  661,  AGE 

28,000 

Total  Square  Feet 

403,619 

New  Coustructlou 

Fuel  Cell/Corrosion  Control  (2-bay )/General  Maintenance  Hangar  (1-bay)  with  Apron 

216,225 

New  Taxiway  and  Parking  Apron 

542,750 

Global  Hawk  Engine  Pad  (required  for  displaced  Global  Hawk) 

38,695 

Maintenance  Training  Facility 

47,300 

Squad  Ops/AMU 

40,600 

AFE  Facility 

18,000 

Dormitory 

33,318 

FuT  Facility 

10,600 

Airfield  Fighting  Vault 

4.787 

Total  Square  Feet 

952,275 

“  Demolish  building  to  construct  new  AGE. 
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Figure  2-13.  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46AMOB  1  Scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 
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New  construction  would  include  a  Fuel  Cell/Corrosion  Control/General  Maintenance  Hangar;  an 
MTF;  an  FuT  facility;  an  AFE  facility;  a  new  Global  Hawk  Engine  Pad  to  support  the 
displacement  by  KC-46A  parking;  and  adequate  ramp,  taxiway  and  fuel  hydrant  systems,  as  well 
as  repairs  required  to  the  taxiways  and  runway  (see  Eigure  2-13).  The  proposed  redevelopment 
would  take  place  within  the  previously  disturbed  cantonment  area  of  the  base. 

Existing  RPA  flight  operations  and  missions  would  need  to  continue  during  demolition  and 
reconstruction  activities.  A  construction  transition  plan  would  be  implemented,  where  the  taxiway 
demolition  and  construction  would  be  phased  to  not  interfere  with  existing  airfield  operations. 

2.4. 3. 2. 2  Personnel 

The  current  personnel  at  Grand  Porks  APB  and  the  projected  increase  necessary  to  support  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  are  provided  in  Table  2-13.  Currently,  the  base  has  about 
2,500  personnel,  including  military,  government  civilians,  and  contractors.  The  ANG  would  have 
an  association  with  the  active-duty  component,  as  indicated  in  Table  2-13. 


Table  2-13,  Grand  Forks  AFB  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  Personnel  and  Dependent  Changes 


Personnel 

Baseline 

KC-46A  MOB  1 
Scenario 

Total 

Military  (full-time) 

1,531 

1,724 

3,255 

Military  Dependents  and  Family  Members 

1,614 

2,802“ 

4,416 

Part-Time  Guardsmen 

0 

659 

659 

DoD  Civilian 

303 

3 

306 

Other  Base  Personnel 

679 

20 

699 

Total 

4,127 

5,208 

9,335 

Dependents  estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel  only. 


Because  the  MOB  1  mission  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  be  in  addition  to  the  existing  missions,  an 
increase  in  personnel  would  be  anticipated.  The  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  would  require 
approximately  1,724  full-time  military  (includes  1,334  active-duty,  288  reserve,  and  102  BOS) 
personnel,  approximately  659  part-time  Guardsmen,  approximately  three  DoD  civilian  personnel, 
and  approximately  20  contractors  (categorized  as  “other  base  persoimel”). 

About  1,614  military  dependents  currently  associated  with  the  full-time  military  personnel  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  live  in  communities  surrounding  Grand  Forks  AFB.  Approximately 
2,802  dependents  and  family  members  would  be  anticipated  to  accompany  the  full-time  military 
personnel  associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission. 

Depending  on  the  availability  of  housing  in  areas  surrounding  Grand  Forks  AFB,  the  additional 
families  associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  could  need  additional  homes.  These  could 
either  be  existing  houses  in  the  communities  surrounding  the  base  or  constructed  new  on  or  off 
base.  In  order  to  understand  if  these  homes  are  available  in  the  communities  around 
Grand  Forks  AFB,  the  USAF  would  conduct  an  HRMA.  This  analysis  would  be  completed  if 
Grand  Forks  AFB  were  selected  to  receive  this  mission. 

2.4. 3. 2. 3  Flight  Operations 

Table  2-14  provides  a  comparison  of  the  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  anticipated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  to  the  existing  baseline  mission. 
The  table  shows  that  the  total  annual  operations  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  increase  from 
14,946  per  year  to  48,656,  resulting  in  an  approximate  226  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft 
operations. 
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Table  2-14,  Grand  Forks  AFB  Baseline  and  Projected  Annual  MOB  1  Scenario  End-State 

Airfield  Operations" 


Baseline 

Projected 

Unit 

Landings 

and 

Takeoffs 

Closed 

Total 

Landings  and 

Closed 

Total 

Aircraft 

Flying 

Days/ 

Year 

Pattern* 

Takeoffs 

Pattern* 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Busy 

Annual 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Predator 

(MQ-1) 

156 

2.00 

312 

28.00 

4,368 

30.00 

4,680 

2.00 

312 

28.00 

4,368 

30.00 

4,680 

Reaper  (MQ-9) 

260 

2.00 

520 

35.00 

9,100 

37.00 

9,620 

2.00 

520 

35.00 

9,100 

37.00 

9,620 

Global  Hawk 
(RQ-4) 

130 

2.00 

260 

1.00 

130 

3.00 

390 

2.00 

260 

1.00 

130 

3.00 

390 

Transient^ 

365 

0.70 

256 

0.00 

0 

0.70 

256 

0.70 

256 

0.00 

0 

0.70 

256 

KC-46A‘' 

312“^ 

0.00 

0 

0.00 

0 

0.00 

0 

17.60 

5,630 

90.00 

28,080 

107.60 

33,710 

Total' 

6.70 

1,348 

64.00 

13,598 

70.70 

14,946 

24.30 

6,978 

154.00 

41,678 

178.30 

48,656 

^  An  operation  is  the  accomplishment  of  a  single  maneuver,  such  as  a  takeoff/departure,  an  arrival/landing,  or  half  of  a  closed  pattern. 


A  closed  pattern  consists  of  two  operations:  one  takeoff  and  one  landing.  The  numbers  presented  are  operations. 

The  primary  transient  military  aircraft  types  using  Grand  Forks  AFB  include  KC-135,  C-20,  C-21,  C-130,  KC-10,  and  C-12. 

^  Approximately  10  percent  of  the  total  KC-46A  operations  would  occur  during  environmental  night  (10:00  P.M.  to  7:00  A.M.). 

^  The  annual  total  represents  a  combination  of  operations  resulting  from  local  training  sorties,  which  occur  312  days  per  year,  and  mission 
sorties,  which  occur  365  days  per  year.  The  expected  475  mission  sorties  per  year  would  not  normally  conduct  closed  pattern  operations, 
whereas  training  sorties  would  conduct  an  average  of  approximately  six  closed  patterns  per  sortie. 

The  total  operations  in  this  table  are  a  combination  of  all  aircraft  operations  and  are  based  on  different  numbers  of  flying  days. 

Key:  CBP  -  U.S.  Customs  and  Border  Protection 


2.4. 3. 2. 4  Auxiliary  Airfields 

The  proposed  MOB  1  mission  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  not  require  the  use  of  auxiliary 
airfields  but  would  utilize  the  former  KC-135  flight  tracks,  fuel  jettison  areas,  and  AR  tracks. 

2.4.4  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (FTU  or  MOB  1) 

The  USAF  is  considering  two  different  actions  for  McConnell  AFB.  One  action  includes  the 
beddown  of  one  FTU  squadron  by  AETC  with  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft.  A  second  action,  for 
which  McConnell  AFB  has  been  selected  as  the  Preferred  Alternative,  would  be  the  beddown  of 
three  squadrons  by  AMC  with  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  the  MOB  1  scenario.  These  are  separate 
actions;  McConnell  AFB  would  only  be  selected  for  the  implementation  of  one  of  these  actions 
(as  described  in  Chapter  1).  The  classic  association  (active  led,  AFRC  supported)  would  continue 
if  McConnell  AFB  is  selected  for  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario. 

Section  2.4. 4. 2  describes  the  personnel  changes,  physical  and  development  changes,  airfield 
operations,  and  changes  in  use  of  auxiliary  airfields  that  would  occur  with  implementation  of  the 
FTU  scenario.  Section  2. 4.4. 3  describes  changes  that  would  occur  with  implementation  of  the 
MOB  1  scenario.  No  auxiliary  airfields  would  be  used  as  part  of  the  MOB  1  scenario. 

2.4.4. 1  McConnell  AFB  Overview 

McConnell  AFB  is  located  in  Sedgwick  County,  Kansas,  approximately  six  miles  southeast  of 
Wichita,  Kansas  (see  Figure  2-14).  The  host  unit  at  McConnell  AFB  is  the  22nd  ARW 
assigned  to  the  18  AF  of  AMC.  The  mission  of  the  22  ARW  is  to  deliver  total  force  mission 
ready  Airmen  and  KC-135  Stratotanker  mobility  to  combatant  commanders  through  robust 
installation  support  anytime  and  anywhere.  In  addition  to  the  22  ARW,  McConnell  AFB  is  home 
to  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KANG).  McConnell  AFB  covers  approximately  2,651  acres 
of  land  and  is  one  of  only  three  active-duty  KC-135  Stratotanker  wings  in  the  USAF. 


Final 


2-40 


March  2014 


;\McConnell\GIS\Projects\Figure  2-14  Regional  Location  of  McConnell  AFB  Kansas  [used  1D_2_1  4].mxd 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Figure  2-14,  Regional  Location  of  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas 
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The  other  two  KC-135  Stratotanker  wings  are  located  at  Fairchild  AFB  in  Washington  and 
MacDill  AFB  in  Florida.  McConnell  AFB  hosts  two  northeast-to-southwest  runways.  The  primary 
runway  (01L/19R)  is  under  reconstruction  and  will  be  12,000  feet  long  by  150  feet  wide.  The 
second  runway  is  12,000  feet  long  by  300  feet  wide.  The  base  overview  of  McConnell  AFB  is 
shown  on  Figure  2-15. 

McConnell  AFB  originated  with  joint  municipal-military  use  of  Wichita  Municipal  Airport  in  the 
1940s.  The  127th  Observation  Squadron  of  Kansas  National  Guard  was  activated  in  1941  as  the  first 
military  unit.  The  USAF  named  the  airport  Wichita  AFB  in  1951,  and  later  renamed  it 
McConnell  AFB  in  1954.  McConnell  AFB  has  served  as  home  for  a  variety  of  missions  over  the 
years,  including  the  B-47  Stratojet  bomber,  the  Titan  missile  mission,  F-16,  and  the  B-1  bomber.  The 
B-1  aircraft  were  transferred  to  other  bases  in  2002.  As  a  result  of  this  transfer,  the  184th  Bomb  Wing 
was  redesignated  as  the  184  ARW.  This  officially  established  McConnell  AFB  as  the  sole  base  in  the 
USAF  where  all  three  components  (Active,  Guard,  and  Reserve)  supported  the  same  mission.  In 
April  2008,  the  184  ARW  was  designated  the  184  IW,  making  it  the  first  IW  in  the  ANG 
(McConnell  AFB  2011a). 

The  McConnell  AFB  PAA  consists  of  44  KC-135  aircraft.  The  final  budget  for  fiscal  year  2013 
downsized  the  PAA  at  McConnell  AFB  from  48  to  44  aircraft.  Currently,  there  is  a  classic 
association  (active  led,  AFRC  supported)  within  the  existing  KC-135  squadrons  at 
McConnell  AFB.  The  22  ARW  includes  four  major  units:  the  22nd  Maintenance  Group,  the 
22nd  Medical  Group,  the  22nd  Mission  Support  Group,  and  the  22nd  Operations  Group.  The 
931st  Air  Refueling  Group  (ARG)  of  the  AFRC  is  an  associate  unit  and  the  184  IW  of  the 
KANG  is  a  tenant  unit.  In  addition,  the  22  ARW  provides  administrative,  medical,  and  logistical 
support  for  other  tenant  agencies  and  the  McConnell  AFB  community. 

2.4. 4.2  FTU  Beddown  Specifics 

The  USAF  determined  that  McConnell  AFB’s  infrastructure  and  base  resources  could 
accommodate  the  basic  requirements  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  within  the  constraints  set  by 
the  alternative  narrowing  process  described  in  Section  2.2.  This  section  details  the  actions  that 
would  occur  at  McConnell  AFB  if  the  base  were  selected  for  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A  FTU 
scenario.  The  FTU  scenario  would  be  additive  to  the  current  mission  at  McConnell  AFB,  and  the 
first  four  of  up  to  eight  aircraft  would  arrive  in  2016. 

2.4. 4. 2. 1  Facilities  and  Infrastructure 

The  overall  facility  requirements  for  the  FTU  beddown  are  described  in  Section  2.3.1. 1. 
Although  some  of  the  requirements  are  met  through  existing  infrastructure,  some  demolition, 
construction,  and  modification/additions  to  existing  facilities,  and  infrastructure  modifications 
would  be  required  to  support  KC-46A  FTU  training  operations.  Table  2-15  lists  the  KC-46A 
FTU-related  projects  that  would  take  place  within  the  previously  disturbed  cantonment  area,  as 
shown  on  Figure  2-16. 

Existing  flight  operations  and  refueling  activities  associated  with  the  KC-135  mission  would 
continue  during  demolition  and  reconstruction  activities.  A  construction  transition  plan  would  be 
implemented,  where  the  taxiway  demolition  and  construction  would  be  phased  to  not  interfere 
with  existing  airfield  operations.  During  demolition  and  construction  of  the  new  hydrant  systems, 
additional  refueling  vehicles  would  be  used  to  maintain  the  KC-135  mission. 
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Table  2-15,  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  at 

McConnell  AFB 


Project 

Facility  Size  (Square  Feet) 

Demolition 

Building  91T 

1,891 

Building  978" 

25,388 

Building  984" 

655 

Building  985" 

400 

Building  1110'^ 

7,144 

Building  1122'^ 

168 

Total  Square  Feet 

35,646 

Renovation 

Airfield/Runway  Taxiway  D  Repair"^ 

125,676 

Parking  Ramp  Apron  Type  III  Fuel  Hydrant  System  Upgrade 

N/A 

Building  840,  (Squad  Ops)  and  AFE" 

24,700 

Building  1169,  Logistics  Readiness  Squadron  Eacility  (storage  only) 

N/A 

Total  Square  Feet 

152,686 

New  Construction 

Fuel  Cell  and  Corrosion  Control  Maintenance  Hangar  (2-bay)  AMU  /Maintenance 
Back  Shops 

145,626 

FuT  Facility 

45,690 

FTC 

51,352 

Total  Square  Feet 

242,668 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  1 129,  Composite  Repair  Facility  (back  shops) 

8,500 

Building  1 170,  Director  of  Maintenance  Office 

560 

Alpha  Ramp  Deicing  Pad  Expansions  and  Supporting  Infrastructure 

49,900 

Total  Square  Feet 

58,960 

^  Demolition  of  building  is  required  to  locate  the  new  KC-46A  hangar. 


Demolition  of  building  is  required  to  locate  the  new  FuT  Facility.  Demolition  analyzed  under  previous  Categorical  Exclusion. 

AFE  would  also  be  housed  in  Buildings  1183  and  1186. 

^  Taxiway  F  also  requires  repairs;  however,  this  project  was  addressed  in  the  2012  Installation  Development  Environmental  Assessment. 


2.4. 4. 2. 2  Personnel 

The  current  personnel  at  McConnell  AFB  and  the  projected  increase  necessary  to  support  the 
KC-46A  FTU  mission  are  provided  in  Table  2-16.  Not  counting  personnel  from  the  KANG  184 
IW  or  from  the  931  ARG,  the  base  has  about  4,800  personnel,  including  military,  part-time 
reserve,  government  civilians,  and  contractors.  The  ADSL  proposed  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  would 
be  200.  Because  the  FTU  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  would  be  in  addition  to  the  existing 
mission,  an  increase  in  personnel  would  be  anticipated.  The  KC-46A  FTU  mission  would  require 
approximately  141  full-time  military  (includes  119  active-duty,  12  reserve,  and  10  BOS) 
personnel,  approximately  20  part-time  reserve  personnel,  approximately  315  DoD  civilian 
personnel,  and  approximately  23  contractors  (categorized  as  “other  base  personnel”). 

About  3,220  military  dependents,  currently  associated  with  the  full-time  military  personnel  at 
McConnell  AFB,  live  in  communities  surrounding  the  base.  Approximately  229  family  members 
and  dependents  would  be  anticipated  to  accompany  the  full-time  military  personnel  associated 
with  the  KC-46A  FTU  mission. 


Final 


2-44 


March  2014 


Path:  W:\KC-46A\Bases\McConnell\GIS\Projects\Figure  2-16  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46AFTU  Beddown  at  McConnell  AFB1 1x1 7].mxd 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Figure  2-16.  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB 
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Table  2-16.  McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  Personnel  and  Dependent  Changes 


Personnel 

Baseline" 

KC-46A  FTU 
Scenario 

Total 

Military  (full-time) 

3,408 

141 

3,549 

Military  Dependents  and  Family  Members 

3,220 

229" 

3,449 

Part-Time  Reservist 

460 

20 

480 

Students 

0 

200 

200 

DoD  Civilian 

427 

315 

742 

Other  Base  Personnel 

523 

23 

546 

Total 

8,038" 

928 

8,966 

^  Source  of  baseline  information:  McConnell  AFB  2012. 

^  Baseline  does  not  include  personnel  numbers  from  the  ANG  184  IW. 

Dependents  estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel  only. 


2.4. 4. 2. 3  Flight  Operations 

Table  2-17  provides  a  comparison  of  the  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  anticipated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  to  the  existing  baseline  mission.  The 
table  shows  that  the  total  annual  operations  at  McConnell  AFB  would  increase  from  38,618  per 
year  to  79,982,  resulting  in  an  approximate  107  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 


Table  2-17.  McConnell  AFB  Baseline  and  Projected  Annual  FTU  Scenario  End-State 

Airfield  Operations" 


Baseline 

Projected 

Aircraft 

Unit 
Flying 
Days/ Year 

Landings  and 
Takeoffs 

Closed 

Pattern" 

Total 

Landings  and 
Takeoffs 

Closed 

Pattern" 

Total 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

KC-135 

260 

21.31 

5,541 

73.00 

18,980 

94.31 

24,521 

21.31 

5,541 

73.00 

18,980 

94.31 

24,521 

Transient" 

260 

21.83 

5,676 

21.83 

5,676 

43.66 

11,352 

21.83 

5,676 

21.83 

5,676 

43.66 

11,352 

Civilian'^ 

365 

7.52 

2,745 

0 

0 

7.52 

2,745 

7.52 

2,745 

0 

0 

7.52 

2,745 

KC-46A" 

240 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15.22 

3,653 

157.13 

37,711 

172.35 

41,364 

Total 

50.66 

13,962 

94.83 

24,656 

145.49 

38,618 

65.88 

17,615 

251.96 

62,367 

317.84 

79,982 

^  An  operation  is  the  accomphshment  of  a  single  maneuver  such  as  a  takeoff/depaiture,  an  arrival/landing,  or  half  of  a  closed  pattern. 

^  A  closed  pattern  consists  of  two  operations:  one  takeoff  and  one  landing.  The  numbers  presented  are  operations. 

The  primary  transient  military  aircraft  types  using  McConnell  AFB  include  KC-135,  F-16,  T-1,  and  T-38  (HQ  AMC  2012). 

^  Because  the  Boeing  Corporation  and  Cessna  Corporation  manufacturing  facilities  are  adjacent  to  McConnell  AFB,  Boeing  and  Cessna  aircraft 
compose  the  civilian  aircraft  that  use  McConnell  AFB.  The  primary  transient  civilian  aircraft  types  are  Boeing  747  and  767  and  Cessna  441. 

^  Approximately  20  percent  of  the  total  KC-46A  operations  would  occur  during  environmental  night  (10:00  P.M.  to  7:00  A.M.). 

2.4. 4. 2. 4  Auxiliary  Airfields 

A  variation  to  the  typical  training  sortie  described  above  could  involve  performing  closed  patterns  at 
an  auxiliary  airfield.  As  part  of  the  FTU  mission  at  McConnell  AFB,  KC-46A  aircraft  would  use 
CSM,  Forbes  Field  (FOE),  and  Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport  (ICT)  airfields,  all  three  of  which  are 
currently  being  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  The  KC-46A  aircraft  would  use  the  same  AR  tracks  and 
fuel  jettison  areas  used  by  the  existing  KC-135  mission.  KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU 
would  fly  a  combined  estimate  of  6,516  annual  aircraft  operations  at  the  auxiliary  airfields.  The 
location  of  these  airfields  relative  to  McConnell  AFB  is  shown  on  Figure  2-17.  Details  regarding 
the  auxiliary  airfields  are  described  as  follows. 

Clinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  (CSM).  CSM  is  proposed  to  be  used  as  an  auxiliary 
airfield  for  the  FTU  proposed  for  Altus  AFB  and  is  described  in  Section  2.4. 1.2.4 
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Figure  2-17,  Location  of  Auxiliary  Airfields  for  the  KC-46AFTU  Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas 
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Forbes  Field  (FOE).  FOE  is  the  former  Forbes  AFB  and  is  currently  a  joint-use  civil-military 
airport  operated  by  the  Metropolitan  Topeka  Airport  Authority.  FOE  encompasses 
approximately  2,854  acres  and  is  located  approximately  six  miles  south  of  Topeka,  in  Shawnee 
County,  Kansas.  It  is  both  an  active  municipal  airport  and  a  KANG  base.  FOE  has  two  concrete 
runways:  13/31,  measuring  12,802  feet,  and  3/21,  measuring  7,000  feet.  There  are  currently 
24,742  annual  operations  at  FOE.  Of  this  total,  approximately  70  percent  are  military  aircraft 
operations  (primarily  based  KC-135  and  H-60  aircraft). 

Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport  (ICT).  ICT  is  a  commercial  airport  located  in  southwest  Wichita, 
in  Sedgwick  County,  Kansas,  and  is  operated  by  the  Wichita  Airport  Authority.  ICT  is  located 
approximately  7  miles  from  downtown  Wichita.  ICT  encompasses  approximately  3,248  acres  and 
is  the  busiest  airport  in  the  state  of  Kansas.  ICT  contains  three  concrete  runways,  the  longest  of 
which  (1F/19R)  is  10,301  feet.  Runway  1R/19F  is  7,301  feet,  and  Runway  14/32  is  6,301  feet 
long.  In  total,  165,035  aircraft  operations  are  flown  per  year  at  ICT.  About  half  of  these 
operations  are  general  aviation,  with  the  remainder  being  made  up  in  approximately  equal  parts 
of  transient  military  and  air  carrier/taxi  operations. 

2.4.43  MOB  1  Beddown  Specifics 

This  section  details  the  actions  necessary  at  McConnell  AFB  if  selected  for  the  basing  of  a  KC-46A 
MOB  1  mission.  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  replace  the  existing  44  KC-135 
aircraft  with  36  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft.  The  USAF  determined  that  McConnell  AFB’s  infrastructure 
and  base  resources  could  accommodate  the  basic  requirements  for  a  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  within 
the  constraints  set  by  the  alternative  narrowing  process  described  in  Section  2.2. 

2.4. 4. 3.1  Facilities  and  Infrastructure 

The  overall  facility  requirements  for  the  MOB  1  beddown  are  described  in  Section  2.3.2.  The 
projects  anticipated  to  be  required  to  support  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  are 
listed  in  Table  2-18.  Although  some  of  these  requirements  are  met  through  existing  infrastructure 
and  facilities  on  McConnell  AFB,  substantial  new  construction,  renovation,  and  demolition  would 
be  required.  However,  some  demolition/construction  and  modification/additions  to  existing 
facilities  and  infrastructure  would  be  required  at  McConnell  AFB  to  support  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
mission.  New  facilities  for  the  FuT,  mobility  bag  storage,  and  maintenance  training  would  need  to 
be  constructed.  A  series  of  additions/alterations  and  renovations  to  existing  facilities  would  also  be 
needed  to  accommodate  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario.  The  proposed  redevelopment  would  take 
place  within  the  previously  disturbed  cantonment  area  of  the  base  (see  Figure  2-18). 

Existing  flight  operations  and  maintenance  (O&M),  refueling  activities,  and  other  functions 
associated  with  the  KC-135  mission  would  need  to  continue  during  demolition  and 
reconstruction  activities.  Certain  existing  KC-135  functions  located  in  Building  1106  would  be 
temporarily  relocated  to  Buildings  1176,  1171,  and  1166.  The  majority  of  this  renovation  would 
occur  inside  these  existing  buildings  and  would  involve  moving  maintenance  and  testing 
equipment,  completing  utility  connections,  internally  routing  data  and  voice  communications 
lines  for  temporary  office  space,  and  installing  a  mezzanine  storage  and  shelving  system  from 
Building  1108  into  Building  1107.  The  only  external  portion  of  this  work  would  involve  locating 
an  external  heating,  ventilation  and  air  conditioning  (HVAC)  unit  within  the  five  foot  line  of 
Building  1176.  A  construction  transition  plan  would  also  be  implemented  to  ensure  all  KC-46A 
construction  activities  and  relocation  of  KC-135  functions  to  other  facilities  would  be  phased  so 
the  KC-135  mission  is  not  adversely  impacted  as  the  KC-46A  mission  is  phased  in.  Taxiway 
demolition  and  construction  would  be  phased  to  not  interfere  with  existing  airfield  operations. 
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During  demolition  and  construction  of  the  new  hydrant  systems,  additional  refueling  vehicles 
would  be  used  to  maintain  the  KC-135  missions. 


Table  2-18,  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at 

McConnell  AFB 


Project 

Project  Size 
(Square  Feet) 

Demolition 

Building  973“ 

352 

Building  977“ 

1,891 

Building  978“ 

25,388 

Building  984“ 

655 

Building  985“ 

400 

Building  1101“ 

273 

Building  1102“ 

6,500 

Building  1106“ 

101,690 

Building  1110" 

7,144 

Building  1122* 

168 

Total  Square  Feet 

144,461 

Renovation 

Building  1 108,  Air  Transportable  Galley/Latrine/Seat  Pallet  Facility 

7,216 

Building  1094,  2/3  WSTs  and  2  BOT 

14,659 

Building  1129,  Composite  Shop 

8,500 

Building  840,  (Squad  Ops)/AFE 

1,798 

Building  1183,  (Squad  Ops)/AEE 

1,798 

Building  1185,  (Squad  Ops) 

1,798 

Building  1186,  (Squad  Ops)/AEE 

1,798 

Building  850,  AERC  Wing  Headquarters 

No  change 

Building  1218,  Operations  Group  Headquarters 

27,749 

Building  1 107,  AME  Storage  and  Maintenance 

No  change^ 

Building  1 166,  Interior  Modifications  for  Data  and  Voice  Communications 

No  change 

Building  1 171,  Move  Aircraft  Electrical  and  Environmental  Systems  Testing  Equipment 
from  Building  1106 

No  change 

Building  1 176,  Move  Hydraulic  Test  Stand  from  Building  1 106 

No  change 

Taxiway  D  Repair'* 

125,676 

Parking  Ramp  Apron  Type  III  fuel  Hydrant  System  Upgrade 

N/A 

Apron  Eill-In 

13,200 

Roads  and  Parking  Upgrades 

N/A 

Total  Square  Feet 

178,648 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  1092,  1  WST 

4,025 

Building  1220,  Mobility  Bag  Storage  Addition 

8,000 

Building  852,  Maintenance  Training  Facility 

24,375 

Apron  Fuels  Hydrant  Upgrade 

23  hydrants 

Alpha  Ramp  Deicing  Pad  Expansions  and  Supporting  Infrastructure 

49,900 

Total  Square  Feet 

85,400 

New  Constructiou 

Corrosion  Control,  Fuel  Cell  and  Maintenance  Hangar  (2-bay) 

214,425 

General  Maintenance  Hangar  (3-bay)  +  (1-bay);  Maintenance  Shops,  E/E  Shop 

174,297 

FuT  Facility 

10,600 

Dormitory 

19,174 

Total  Square  Feet 

418,496 

^  Demolish  building  to  construct  new  KC-46A  hangars. 

^  Demolish  building  to  construct  new  KC-46A  FuT  Facility.  Demolition  analyzed  under  previous  Categorical  Exclusion. 

Renovations  to  Building  1107  include  installation  of  a  telephone  system,  fiber  optic  drops,  and  mezzanine  storage  and  shelving  system. 
^  Taxiway  F  also  requires  repairs;  however,  this  project  was  addressed  in  the  2012  Installation  Development  Environmental  Assessment. 
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Figure  2-18.  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46AMOB  1  Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB 
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2.4. 4. 3. 2  Personnel 

The  current  personnel  at  McConnell  AFB  and  the  projected  personnel  necessary  to  support  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  are  provided  in  Table  2-19.  Not  counting  personnel  from  the  ANG  184  IW, 
the  base  has  about  4,800  personnel,  including  military,  part-time  reserve,  government  civilians,  and 
contractors.  The  ANG  would  have  an  association  with  the  active-duty  component. 


Table  2-19.  McConnell  AFB  MOB  1  Scenario  Personnel  and  Dependent  Changes 


Personnel 

Baseline" 

KC-46A 
MOB  1 
Scenario 

KC-135 

Drawdown 

Change 

Total 

Military  (full-time) 

3,408 

1,809 

-1,920 

-111 

3,297 

Military  Dependents  and  Family  Members 

3,220 

2,940" 

-3,120" 

-180 

3,040 

Part-Time  Reservists 

460 

1,053 

-626 

427 

887 

DoD  Civilian 

427 

52 

-38 

14 

441 

Other  Base  Personnel 

523 

20 

0 

20 

543 

Total" 

8,038* 

5,874 

-5,704 

170 

8,208 

Source  of  baseline  information:  2012  McConnell  AFB  Economic  Impact  Analysis  (McConnell  AFB  2012c). 
Baseline  does  not  include  personnel  numbers  from  the  ANG  184  IW. 

KC-46A  and  drawdown  KC-135  dependents  estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel  only. 


The  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  would  eventually  replace  the  existing  KC-135 
mission.  The  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  would  require  approximately  1,809  full-time  military 
(includes  1,345  active-duty,  451  reserve  [air  reserve  technicians]  and  13  BOS)  personnel, 
approximately  1,053  part-time  reserve  personnel,  approximately  52  DoD  civilian  personnel,  and 
approximately  20  contractors  (categorized  as  “other  base  personnel”). 

About  3,220  military  dependents,  currently  associated  with  the  full-time  military  personnel  at 
McConnell  AFB,  live  in  communities  surrounding  McConnell  AFB.  The  projected  new  military 
personnel  are  expected  to  be  accompanied  by  2,940  dependents. 

2.4. 4. 3. 3  Flight  Operations 

Table  2-20  provides  a  comparison  of  the  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  anticipated  with 
the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  to  the  existing  baseline  mission. 
The  table  shows  that  the  total  annual  operations  would  increase  from  38,618  per  year  to  47,807, 
resulting  in  an  approximate  24  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 

2.4. 4. 3. 4  Auxiliary  Airfields 

The  proposed  MOB  1  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  would  not  require  the  use  of  auxiliary 
airfields.  The  KC-46A  aircraft  would  utilize  the  existing  KC-135  flight  tracks,  fuel  jettison  areas, 
and  AR  tracks. 
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Table  2-20,  McConnell  AFB  Baseline  and  Projected  Annual  MOB  1  Scenario  End-State 

Airfield  Operations" 


Baseline 

Projected 

Aircraft 

Unit 
Flying 
Days/ Year 

Landings  and 
Takeoffs 

Closed 

Pattern* 

Total 

Landings  and 
Takeoffs 

Closed 

Pattern* 

Total 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual^ 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual 

Avg. 

Busy 

Annual^ 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

Day 

KC-135 

260 

21.31 

5,541 

73.00 

18,980 

94.31 

24,521 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Transient'^ 

260 

21.83 

5,676 

21.83 

5,676 

43.66 

11,352 

21.83 

5,676 

21.83 

5,676 

43.66 

11,352 

Civilian'^ 

365 

7.52 

2,745 

0 

0 

7.52 

2,745 

7.52 

2,745 

0 

0 

7.52 

2,745 

KC-46A'^ 

312^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17.60 

5,630 

90.00 

28,080 

107.60 

33,710 

Total* 

50.66 

13,962 

94.83 

24,656 

145.49 

38,618 

46.95 

14,051 

111.83 

33,756 

158.78 

47,807 

^  An  operation  is  the  accomplishment  of  a  single  maneuver  such  as  a  takeoff/depaiture,  an  arrival/landing,  or  half  of  a  closed  pattern. 

^  A  closed  pattern  consists  of  two  operations:  one  takeoff  and  one  landing.  The  numbers  presented  are  operations. 

The  primary  transient  military  aircraft  types  using  McConnell  AFB  include  KC-135,  F-16,  T-1,  and  T-38  (HQ  AMC  2012). 

^  Because  the  Boeing  Corporation  and  Cessna  Corporation  manufacturing  facilities  are  adjacent  to  McConnell  AFB,  Boeing  and  Cessna  aircraft 
compose  the  civilian  aircraft  that  use  McConnell  AFB.  The  primary  transient  civilian  aircraft  types  are  Boeing  747  and  767  and  Cessna  441. 

^  Approximately  10  percent  of  the  total  KC-46A  operations  would  occur  during  environmental  night  (10:00  P.M.  to  7:00  A.M.). 

The  annual  total  represents  a  combination  of  operations  resulting  from  local  training  sorties,  which  occur  312  days  per  year,  and  mission 
sorties,  which  occur  365  days  per  year.  The  expected  475  mission  sorties  per  year  would  not  normally  conduct  closed  pattern  operations, 
whereas  training  sorties  would  conduct  an  average  of  approximately  six  closed  patterns  per  sortie. 

^  The  total  operations  in  this  table  are  a  combination  of  all  aircraft  operations  and  are  based  on  different  numbers  of  flying  days. 


2.5  NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 

Section  1502.14(d)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requires  the  analysis  of  a 
No  Action  Alternative.  Analysis  of  a  No  Action  Alternative  provides  a  benchmark,  enabling 
decision  makers  to  compare  the  magnitude  of  the  environmental  effects  to  the  proposed  action  or 
alternatives.  No  action  means  that  an  action  would  not  take  place,  and  the  resulting 
environmental  effects  from  taking  no  action  would  be  compared  with  the  effects  of  allowing  the 
proposed  activity  to  go  forward. 

No  action  for  this  Pinal  EIS  reflects  the  status  quo,  where  the  KC-46A  beddown  would  not  occur 
at  any  base  at  this  time.  No  KC-46A  aircraft  would  arrive,  and  all  existing  aircraft  would  remain 
in  place.  No  construction,  renovation,  or  demolition  of  any  structure  or  other  infrastructure 
would  occur.  No  KC-46A  personnel  changes  or  construction  would  occur,  and  no  changes  to 
existing  flight  operations  would  occur. 

The  No  Action  Alternative  has  been  carried  forward  in  the  EIS  per  CEQ  regulations  and  as  a 
baseline  of  existing  impact  continued  into  the  future  against  which  to  compare  impacts  of  the 
action  alternatives. 

Evaluation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  compares  the  effects  of  implementing  the  KC-46A  PTU 
and  MOB  1  scenarios  with  the  effects  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  at  each  base  and  for  each 
resource  area. 

At  each  base,  there  are  ongoing  and  currently  planned  activities  and  programs  that  would  continue, 
whether  or  not  the  basing  of  KC-46A  would  be  implemented.  These  activities  have  been  approved  by 
the  USAP  and  supported  by  existing  NEPA  documentation.  The  No  Action  Alternative  is  described 
for  each  resource  area  in  Section  4.5 
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2.6  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

The  USAF  identified  Altus  AFB  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  FTU  scenario  and 
McConnell  AFB  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  MOB  1  scenario.  Fairchild  and 
Grand  Forks  AFBs  were  identified  as  reasonable  alternatives  for  the  MOB  1  scenario.  The  USAF 
selected  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  Preferred  Alternatives  using  operational  analysis,  the  results  of  site 
surveys,  and  military  judgment  factors. 

2.7  COMPARISON  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

Table  2-21  summarizes  the  potential  environmental  consequences  from  Chapter  4  where  the 
FTU  and  MOB  1  mission  requirements  from  Chapter  2  are  overlaid  on  the  baseline  conditions 
from  Chapter  3.  The  consequences  are  presented  for  each  environmental  resource  area  and  are 
described  for  each  Final  EIS  alternative. 

This  summary  comparison  of  environmental  consequences  provides  an  overview  of  the 
consequences  associated  with  implementation  of  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions  at  each  base.  The 
following  NEPA  activities  have  been  completed  to  ensure  that  decision  makers  have  a 
comprehensive  understanding  of  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  their  decision. 

•  Scoping.  Pour  public  scoping  meetings  were  conducted  over  a  2- week  period,  with  public 
and  agency  input  identifying  important  environmental  resources. 

•  Documentation  of  existing  environmental  conditions  for  each  alternative  base.  The 
existing  conditions  for  these  resources  relied  heavily  on  recent  environmental  materials 
and  Pederal  and  state  databases  prepared  at  and  near  each  base. 

•  Base-specific  assessments  of  environmental  consequences  of  the  beddown  of  the 
KC-46A  missions.  Each  assessment  overlaid  the  project  details  upon  the  existing 
conditions  to  estimate  potential  base-specific  environmental  consequences. 

•  Public  Hearings.  Pour  public  hearings  were  conducted  over  a  2- week  period,  with  public 
and  agency  input  on  the  Draft  EIS. 
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Table  2-21.  Comparative  Summary  of  Environmental  Consequences 


Resource  Area 

Altus  AFB 

Fairchild  AFB 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

McConnell  AFB 

No  Action 

FTU 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

FTU 

MOB  1 

Noise 

Affected  by  65  dB  DNL  or  greater: 

Off-base  Acres:  h-584 

Estimated  off-base  residents:  +\1 

Auxiliary  airfield  operations  would 
occur  in  the  context  of  busy  airfields. 
The  relatively  small  number  of 
proposed  KCA6A  operations  would 
not  result  in  any  meaningful  increases 
in  time-averaged  noise  levels. 

Affected  by  65  dB  DNL  or  greater: 

Off-base  Acres:  h-155 

Estimated  off-base  residents:  h-6 

Affected  by  65  dB  DNL  or  greater: 

Off-base  Acres:  h-53 

Estimated  off-base  residents:  +2 

Affected  by  65  dB  DNL  or  greater: 

Off-base  Acres:  h-62 

Estimated  off-base  residents:  0 

Affected  by  65  dB  DNL  or  greater: 

Off-base  Acres:  h-273 

Estimated  off-base  residents:  h-594 

Auxiliary  airfield  operations  would 
occur  in  the  context  of  busy 
airfields.  The  relatively  small 
number  of  proposed  KC-46A 
operations  would  not  result  in  any 
meaningful  increases  in  time- 
averaged  noise  levels. 

Affected  by  65  dB  DNL  or  greater: 

Off-base  Acres:  -386 

Estimated  off-base  residents:  -199 

Net  reduction  in  time-averaged 
noise  levels  would  result  from 
replacement  of  the  KC-135  mission. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  at  each 
base  would  remain  as 
is.  No  changes  would 
occur  to  the  noise 
levels  surrounding 
each  base,  noise 
contours  would  remain 
as  they  are  today,  and 
no  construction  related 
noise  would  result 
from  the 

implementation  of  this 
alternative.  Impacts 
under  the  No  Action 
Alternative  would  be 
negligible. 

Air  Quality 

Emissions  from  KC-46A  ETU 
operations  would  not  exceed 
Prevention  of  Significant 

Deterioration  (PSD)  thresholds  for 
volatile  organic  compounds 
(VOCs),  carbon  monoxide  (CO), 
sulfur  oxide  (SOx),  particulate 
matter  less  than  or  equal  to 

10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio),  or 

PM  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter  (PM2,5). 

Although  nitrogen  oxide  (NOx) 
emissions  from  KC-46A  ETU 
operations  would  exceed  250  tons 
per  year,  national  ambient  air 
quality  standards  (NAAQS)  would 
likely  not  be  exceeded. 

Emissions  from  KC-46A  operations 
under  the  ETU  scenario  at  any 
auxiliary  airfield  would  not  exceed 
an  applicable  conformity  or  PSD 
threshold. 

Emissions  from  KC-46A  MOB  1 
operations  would  not  exceed  PSD 
thresholds  for  VOCs,  SOx,  PMio,  or 
PM2,5.  Although  CO  and  NOx 
emissions  from  KC-46A  MOB  1 
operations  would  exceed  250  tons 
per  year,  NAAQS  would  likely  not 
be  exceeded. 

Emissions  from  KC-46A 
operations  would  not  exceed  PSD 
thresholds  for  VOCs,  CO,  SOx, 
PMio,  or  PM2.5. 

NOx  emissions  from  KC-46A 
operations  would  exceed  the  250- 
tons-per-year  PSD  threshold. 

These  NOx  emission  increases 
would  amount  to  about  4  percent 
of  the  total  NOx  emissions 
generated  by  Spokane  County  in 
2008,  and  they  could  be  substantial 
enough  to  contribute  to  an 
exceedance  of  the  ozone  (O3) 
NAAQS  in  the  region. 

The  net  changes  in  emissions 
generated  within  the  Spokane  CO 
and  PMio  maintenance  areas  would 
not  exceed  the  applicable 
conformity  thresholds  of  100  tons 
per  year  for  CO  or  PMio. 

Therefore,  the  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Eairchild  APB  would  produce  less 
than  significant  CO  and  PMio 
impacts  within  these  areas. 

Emissions  from  KC-46A  operations 
would  not  exceed  PSD  thresholds  for 
VOCs,  SOx,  PMio,  or  PM2.5. 

Although  CO  and  NOx  emissions 
from  KC-46A  operations  would 
exceed  250  tons  per  year,  AAQS 
would  likely  not  be  exceeded. 

Emissions  from  KC-46A  ETU 
operations  would  not  exceed  any 

PSD  pollutant  thresholds  for  VOCs, 
CO,  SOx,  PMio,  ttr  PM2_5. 

Although  NOx  emission  increases 
from  KC-46A  ETU  operations  would 
exceed  the  PSD  threshold  of  250  tons 
per  year,  they  would  likely  not  have 
the  potential  to  contribute  to  an 
exceedance  of  the  NO2 NAAQS. 

NOx  emissions  generated  by 
operation  of  the  FTU  scenario  would 
occur  in  an  area  that  is  in  jeopardy  of 
not  continuing  to  attain  the  NAAQS 
for  O3.  Therefore,  the  increase  in  NOx 
(and  VOC)  emissions  resulting  from 
operation  of  the  FTU  scenario,  in 
combination  with  existing  emissions, 
could  be  substantial  enough  to 
contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  the  O3 
NAAQS  in  the  region. 

Emissions  from  KC-46A  operations 
under  the  ETU  scenario  at  any 
auxiliary  airfield  would  not  exceed 
an  applicable  PSD  threshold. 

Emissions  from  KC-46A  operations 
would  not  exceed  250  tons  per  year 
for  VOCs,  CO,  SOx,  PM^,  or  PM2.5. 

The  NOx  emission  increases  from 
operation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario 
would  be  less  than  those  estimated 
for  the  proposed  FTU  scenario  at 
McConnell  AFB.  Therefore,  similar 
to  the  FTU  scenario,  they  would 
likely  not  have  the  potential  to 
contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  the 
NO2  NAAQS.  However,  the 
increase  in  NOx  (™d  VOC) 
emissions  resulting  from  operation 
of  the  MOB  1  scenario,  in 
combination  with  existing 
emissions,  could  be  substantial 
enough  to  contribute  to  an 
exceedance  of  the  O3  NAAQS  in  the 
region. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  at  each 
base  would  remain  as 
is.  No  construction 
emissions  would  occur 
and  operational 
emissions  would  be 
identical  to  the  current 
baseline  conditions. 
Impacts  under  the  No 
Action  Alternative 
would  be  negligible. 

Emissions  from  construction  activities  would  be  below  any  PSD  pollutant  threshold  of  250  tons  per  year. 
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Table  2-21.  Comparative  Summary  of  Environmental  Consequences  (Continued) 


Resource  Area 

Altus  AFB 

Fairchild  AFB 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

McConnell  AFB 

No  Action 

FTU 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

FTU 

MOB  1 

Safety 

The  basing  of  KC-46A  aircraft  under  either  the  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  is  not  anticipated  to  increase  the  risk  of  aircraft  accidents  due  to  wildlife  strikes.  Ongoing  elements  of  the  respective  base-specific  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strike 
hazard  (BASH)  plans  would  continue.  Special  briefings  and  modifications  to  the  BASH  plans  addressing  KC-46A  operations  and  the  potential  for  wildlife  strikes  would  be  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  exists  for  greater 
bird  strikes  within  the  airspace.  KC-46A  pilots  would  be  subject  to  these  procedures.  Therefore,  no  significant  impact  would  occur  related  to  bird/wildlife -aircraft  strike  hazard  issues. 

No  unique  construction  practices  or  materials  would  be  required  as  part  of  any  of  the  renovation,  addition,  or  construction  projects  associated  with  the  KC-46A  beddown  scenarios.  All  renovation  and  construction  activities  would 
comply  with  all  applicable  U.S.  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  regulations  to  protect  workers.  In  addition,  the  newly  constructed  buildings  would  be  built  in  compliance  with  antiterrorism/force  protection 
requirements.  The  USAF  does  not  anticipate  any  significant  safety  impacts  as  a  result  of  construction,  demolition,  or  renovation  if  all  applicable  Air  Force  Occupational  and  Environmental  Safety,  Eire  Protection,  and  Health  (AEOSH) 
and  OSHA  requirements  are  implemented.  Proposed  construction,  renovation,  and  infrastructure -improvement  projects  related  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft  scenarios  would  be  consistent  with  established  APZs  at  each  base. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  at  each  of 
base  would  remain  as 
is.  No  additional 
impacts  would  occur 
to  flight  or  ground 
safety. 

Soil  and  Water 
Resources 

The  total  disturbed  area  would  be 
less  than  five  acres. 

The  total  disturbed  area  would  be 
less  than  80  acres. 

The  total  disturbed  area  would  be 
less  than  40  acres. 

The  total  disturbed  area  would  be 
less  than  35  acres. 

The  total  disturbed  area  would  be 
less  than  7  acres. 

The  total  disturbed  area  would  be  less 
than  12  acres.  The  addition  to 

Building  1220  would  impact  a 
floodplain.  A  Finding  of  No 

Practicable  Alternative  (FONPA) 
would  be  prepared  should  this 
alternative  be  selected. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  at  each 
base  would  remain  as 
is.  None  of  the 

KC-46A  proposed 
construction  would 
occur  and  there  would 
be  no  additional 
impacts  to  soil  and 
water  resources. 

Relevant  stormwater  and  land  disturbance  permits  would  be  required  and  stormwater  plans  would  be  updated.  During  the  design  phase,  a  variety  of  stormwater  controls  could  be  incorporated  into  construction  plans.  These  could 
include  planting  vegetation  in  disturbed  areas  as  soon  as  possible  after  construction;  constructing  retention  facilities;  and  implementing  structural  controls  such  as  interceptor  dikes,  swales  (excavated  depressions),  silt  fences,  straw 
bales,  and  other  storm  drain  inlet  protection,  as  necessary,  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  inlet  structures. 

Biological 

Resources 

No  significant  impacts  on  biological  resources  or  wetlands  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the 

KC-46A  scenarios. 

Approximately  2  acres  of 
potentially  jurisdictional  wetlands 
would  be  impacted.  Section  404  and 
401  permits  and  mitigation  would 
be  required  should  this  alternative 
be  selected. 

No  significant  impacts  on  biological  resources  or  wetlands  are  anticipated  to 
result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  scenarios. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  at  each 
base  would  remain  as 
is.  No  vegetation  or 
wildlife  habitat  would 
be  disturbed.  No 
additional  impacts  to 
biological  resources 
would  be  anticipated. 
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Table  2-21.  Comparative  Summary  of  Environmental  Consequences  (Continued) 


Resource  Area 

Altus  AFB 

Fairchild  AFB 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

McConnell  AFB 

No  Action 

FTU 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

FTU 

MOB  1 

Cultural 

Resources 

No  adverse  effect  on  one  historic  property.  Oklahoma  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  has  concurred  with  the  USAF’s  determination 
that  modifications  proposed  for  Building  285  as  part  of  the  KC-46A 
undertaking  will  not  adversely  affect  the  building’s  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP)  eligibility  (letter  from  SHPO  to  USAF  dated 

29  July  2013),  concluding  the  Section  106  consultation  process. 

No  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to  tribal  resources  are  anticipated. 
Consultation  with  10  tribes  resulted  in  no  disagreement  with  the  USAF 
finding  of  no  adverse  impact.  Section  106  consultation  for  the  KC-46A 

FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  proposed  alternatives  at  Altus  AFB  is  now 
complete. 

Adverse  impact  to  Building  2050 
(hangar)  and  a  potential  adverse 
impact  to  Building  2245  (letter  from 
SHPO  to  USAF  dated  25  June 

2013). 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
(NHPA)  Section  106  consultation 
with  the  W ashington  Department  of 
Archaeology  and  Historic 

Preservation  (DAHP)  concluded 
with  an  amendment  to  an  existing 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MO A) 
to  address  the  possibility  of  adverse 
effects  to  Building  2050  (hangar) 
and  Building  2245. 

No  adverse  Section  106  impacts  are 
anticipated  to  tribal  resources. 
Consultation  with  four  tribes 
resulted  in  no  disagreement  with  the 
USAF  finding  of  no  adverse  impact. 
Section  106  consultation  for  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  beddown  proposed 
alternative  at  Fairchild  AFB  is  now 
complete. 

NHPA  Section  106  SHPO 
consultation  has  been  completed  and 
includes  no  impacts  on  architectural 
resources.  The  North  Dakota  SHPO 
has  concurred  with  the  USAF’s 
finding  that  no  historic  properties 
would  be  affected  (letter  from  SHPO 
to  USAF  dated  8  July  2013). 

No  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to  tribal 
resources  are  anticipated.  The  USAF 
consulted  with  23  tribes  and  one  tribe 
expressed  concerns  regarding  the 
potential  for  impacts.  Following  further 
consultation  with  the  one  tribe,  the 

USAF  concluded  consultation  with  a 
finding  of  no  adverse  impact.  Section 

106  consultation  for  the  KCA6A 

MOB  1  beddown  proposed  alternative 
at  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  now  complete. 

No  adverse  effects  are  anticipated  on 
architectural  resources  or  other 
historic  properties.  The  Kansas  SHPO 
has  concurred  with  the  USAF’s 
finding  (letter  from  SHPO  to  USAF 
dated  18  June  2013). 

No  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to 
tribal  resources  are  anticipated. 
Consultation  with  12  tribes  resulted  in 
no  disagreement  with  the  USAF 
finding  of  no  adverse  impact. 

Section  106  consultation  for  the 

KC-46A  FTU  beddown  proposed 
alternative  at  McConnell  AFB  is  now 
complete. 

Adverse  effect  on  NRHP-eligible 
Building  1 106;  no  adverse  effect  on 
historic  properties  for  modifications 
to  Buildings  1107  and  1218  (letter 
from  SHPO  to  USAF  dated 

26  August  2013).  McConnell  AFB 
and  the  Kansas  SHPO  have  signed  a 
MOA  agreeing  to  measures  that 
mitigate  the  adverse  effect  on 
historic  properties  that  would  result 
from  the  selection  of 

McConnell  AFB  for  the  MOB  1 
scenario. 

No  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to 
tribal  resources  are  anticipated. 
Consultation  with  12  tribes  resulted 
in  no  disagreement  with  the  USAF 
finding  of  no  adverse  impact. 

Section  106  consultation  for  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  beddown  proposed 
alternative  at  McConnell  AFB  is 
now  complete. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  at  each 
base  would  remain  as 
is.  No  additional 
impacts  to  historical 
buildings  or  other 
cultural  resources 
would  occur. 

Impacts  on  archaeological  resources  are  not  expected.  All  project  areas  have  been  surveyed.  Inadvertent  discovery  of  previously  unrecorded  cultural  resources  would  be  managed  in  compliance  with  Federal  and  state  laws  and  USAF 
regulations.  Impacts  on  traditional  cultural  resources  are  unlikely;  consultation  with  tribes  resulted  in  no  disagreement  with  the  finding  that  there  are  no  known  tribal  traditional  cultural  properties  or  traditional  cultural  resources  at  any 
base.  Refer  to  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 3,  for  consultation  detail. 

Land  Use 

All  new  construction  would  occur  in  the  appropriate  base  land  use  areas  with  no  incompatible  development  planned.  No  impacts  on  land  use  on  base  from  construction  projects  or  noise  from  air  operations  are  anticipated. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  at  each 
base  would  remain  as 
is.  No  changes  would 
occur  to  planning 
noise  contours 
surrounding  the  bases 
and  no  land  use 
changes  would  occur 
within  the  base 
boundaries. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario 
would  increase  the  off-base  area 
affected  by  noise  levels  of 

65  dB  DNL  or  greater  by  580  acres, 
which  is  mostly  agricultural  land 
and  existing  low-density  residential 
land.  There  would  be  no  significant 
effects  on  land  use  at  any  of  the  four 
auxiliary  airfields  as  a  result  of  the 
slight  increase  in  aircraft  operations 
noise. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  increase  the  off-base 
area  affected  by  noise  levels  of 

65  dB  DNL  or  greater  by  155  acres, 
which  is  mostly  agricultural  land 
and  existing  low-density  residential 
land. 

No  significant  effects  are  anticipated 
on  land  use  resources. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  increase  the  off-base 
area  affected  by  noise  levels  of 

65  dB  DNL  or  greater  by  53  acres, 
while  there  would  be  a  reduction  of 
the  affected  area  on  base.  The  off- 
base  area  is  primarily  vacant  and  no 
residential  areas  would  be  affected. 
There  would  be  a  minor  impact 
from  the  increased  number  of 
aircraft  operations  because  of 
existing  incompatible  residential 
land  use  within  the  northern  APZ II. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  increase  the  on-  and 
off-base  areas  affected  by  noise  levels 
of  65  dB  DNL  or  greater  by  62  acres. 
Surrounding  areas  are  agricultural  and 
low-density  residential  and  were 
previously  exposed  to  KC-135  aircraft 
operations  from  Grand  Forks  AFB. 

Because  the  FTU  scenario  is  additive  to 
the  existing  KC-135  mission,  an 
additional  273  acres  off  base  and 

594  people  would  be  exposed  to  noise 
levels  of  65  dB  DNL  or  greater. 

The  affected  area  includes  mixed- 
density  residential  areas  in  Eastridge  to 
the  north  and  some  homes  in 
residentially  zoned  land  to  the  southwest 
of  the  airfield.  There  would  be  an 
adverse  impact  on  existing  incompatible 
residential,  commercial,  and  industrial 
land  in  the  CZs  and  APZs  from  the 
increased  number  of  operations  at  the 
airfield.  Recommend  continued 
coordination  with  local  jurisdictions  to 
provide  more  compatible  land  use 
zoning  surrounding  the  airfield. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  result  in  a  net 
benefit  to  surrounding  land 
(-386  acres)  and  people  (-199)  due 
to  the  net  decrease  in  acres  and 
estimated  residents  exposed  to  noise 
levels  of  65  dB  DNL  or  greater. 
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Table  2-21.  Comparative  Summary  of  Environmental  Consequences  (Continued) 


Resource  Area 

Altus  AFB 

Fairchild  AFB 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

McConnell  AFB 

No  Action 

FTU 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

FTU 

MOB  1 

Infrastructure 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario 
would  increase  the  average  daily 
demand  for  potable  water  from  30  to 

37  percent  of  base  system  capacity 
and  peak  demand  from  5 1  to 

59  percent.  Daily  discharge  to  the 
wastewater  system  would  increase 
from  4  to  6  percent  of  base  system 
capacity  and  peak  discharge  would 
increase  from  6  to  8  percent.  Daily 
demand  for  electricity  would  increase 
from  12  to  16  percent  of  base  system 
capacity  and  peak  demand  would 
increase  from  15  to  18  percent.  Daily 
demand  for  natural  gas  would 
increase  from  9  to  14  percent  of  base 
system  capacity  and  peak  demand 
would  increase  from  23  to 

28  percent. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario 
would  disturb  less  than  5  acres  of 
land.  Construction  activities  would 
be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
applicable  stormwater  discharge 
permit  to  control  erosion  and 
prevent  sediment,  debris,  or  other 
pollutants  from  entering  the 
stormwater  system. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario 
would  result  in  approximately 

1,937  tons  of  Cc&D  debris  to  be 
recycled  or  reused  and  approximately 
1,292  tons  to  be  transported  to  the 

City  of  Altus  Landfill  or  other 
landfills  in  the  region. 

Regarding  on-base  transportation 
systems,  on-base  mission  personnel 
vehicle  trips  would  potentially 
increase  by  12  percent  and  no  level- 
of-service  impacts  are  anticipated. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  increase  the  average 
daily  demand  for  potable  water  from 

30  to  82  percent  of  base  system 
capacity  and  peak  demand  from  5 1  to 
103  percent  of  contracted  amount. 
Daily  discharge  to  the  wastewater 
system  would  increase  from  4  to 

19  percent  of  base  system  capacity 
and  peak  discharge  would  increase 
from  6  to  21  percent.  Daily  demand 
for  electricity  would  increase  from  12 
to  35  percent  of  base  system  capacity 
and  peak  demand  would  increase 
from  15  to  37  percent.  Daily  demand 
for  natural  gas  would  increase  from  9 
to  43  percent  of  base  system  capacity 
and  peak  demand  would  increase 
from  23  to  57  percent. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  disturb  less  than 

80  acres  of  land.  Construction 
activities  would  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  applicable 
stormwater  discharge  permit  to 
control  erosion  and  prevent 
sediment,  debris,  or  other  pollutants 
from  entering  the  stormwater 
system. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  result  in 
approximately  29,417  tons  of  C&D 
debris  to  be  recycled  or  reused  and 
approximately  19,611  tons  to  be 
transported  to  the  City  of  Altus 
Landfill  or  other  landfills  in  the 
region. 

Regarding  on-base  transportation 
systems,  on-base  mission  personnel 
vehicle  trips  would  increase  by 

54  percent  and  no  level-of-service 
impacts  are  anticipated.  However, 
this  would  increase  congestion  and 
queuing  at  the  Main  Gate  and 
Commercial  Gate  during  peak 
morning  and  evening  traffic. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  increase  the  average 
daily  demand  for  potable  water  from 
16  to  18  percent  of  base  system 
capacity  and  peak  demand  from  44 
to  46  percent.  Daily  discharge  to  the 
wastewater  system  would  increase 
from  39  to  45  percent  of  base 
system  capacity  and  peak  discharge 
would  increase  from  70  to 

77  percent.  Increases  in  electrical 
use  and  natural  gas  associated  with 
new  facilities  and  increases  in 
personnel  and  dependents  are 
anticipated  to  be  less  than  1  percent 
of  state-wide  residential 
electrical/natural  gas  usage. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  disturb  less  than 

40  acres  of  land.  Construction 
activities  would  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  applicable 
stormwater  discharge  permit  to 
control  erosion  and  prevent 
sediment,  debris,  or  other  pollutants 
from  entering  the  stormwater 
system. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  result  in 
approximately  13,763  tons  of  C&D 
debris  to  be  recycled  or  reused  and 
approximately  9,175  tons  to  be 
transported  to  landfills  in  the  region. 

On-base  mission  personnel  vehicle 
trips  would  increase  by  7.5  percent. 
No  level-of-service  impacts  are 
anticipated.  This  could  increase 
congestion  and  queuing  at  the  Main 
Gate  and  Thorpe/Rambo  Gate 
during  peak  morning  and  evening 
traffic. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  increase  the  average 
daily  demand  for  potable  water  from 
16  to  41  percent  of  base  system 
capacity.  Daily  discharge  to  the 
wastewater  system  would  increase 
from  42  to  94  percent  of  base 
system  capacity.  Daily  demand  for 
electricity  would  increase  from  17  to 
43  percent  of  base  system  capacity. 
Daily  demand  for  natural  gas  would 
increase  from  11  to  3 1  percent  of 
base  system  capacity. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  disturb  less  than 

35  acres  of  land.  Construction 
activities  would  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  applicable 
stormwater  discharge  permit  to 
control  erosion  and  prevent 
sediment,  debris,  or  other  pollutants 
from  entering  the  stormwater 
system. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  result  in 
approximately  28,738  tons  of  C&D 
debris  to  be  recycled  or  reused  and 
approximately  19,159  tons  to  be 
transported  to  landfills  in  the  region. 

On-base  mission  personnel  vehicle 
trips  would  increase  by 
approximately  70  percent.  No  level- 
of-service  impacts  are  anticipated. 
However,  this  would  increase 
congestion  and  queuing  at  the 

Main  Gate  and  Commercial  Gate 
during  peak  morning  and  evening 
traffic. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario 
would  increase  the  average  daily 
demand  for  potable  water  from  10  to 
15  percent  of  base  system  capacity 
and  peak  demand  from  14  to 

19  percent.  Daily  discharge  to  the 
wastewater  system  would  increase 
from  7  to  9  percent  of  base  system 
capacity  and  peak  discharge  would 
increase  from  27  to  29  percent. 

Daily  demand  for  electricity  would 
increase  from  47  to  56  percent  of 
base  system  capacity  and  peak 
demand  would  increase  from  60  to 

69  percent.  Daily  demand  for 
natural  gas  would  increase  from  16 
to  23  percent  of  base  system 
capacity  and  peak  demand  would 
increase  from  36  to  43  percent. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario 
would  disturb  less  than  7  acres  of 
land.  Construction  activities  would 
be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
applicable  stormwater  discharge 
permit  to  control  erosion  and 
prevent  sediment,  debris,  or  other 
pollutants  from  entering  the 
stormwater  system. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario 
would  result  in  approximately 

2,281  tons  of  C&D  debris  to  be 
recycled  or  reused  and 
approximately  1,521  tons  to  be 
placed  in  the  Brooks  or 

Construction,  Demolition  &  Recycle 
(CDR)  Landfill  or  a  combination  of 
both. 

On-base  mission  personnel  vehicle 
trips  would  increase  by  10  percent. 

No  level-of-service  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  increase  the  average 
daily  demand  for  potable  water  from 
10  to  11  percent  of  base  system 
capacity  and  peak  demand  from  14 
to  15  percent.  The  peak  discharge  to 
the  wastewater  system  would 
increase  from  27  to  28  percent  of 
base  system  capacity,  but  average 
daily  discharge  would  remain 
unchanged  at  7  percent.  Daily 
demand  for  electricity  would 
increase  from  47  to  48  percent  of 
base  system  capacity  and  peak 
demand  would  increase  from  60  to 

61  percent.  Daily  demand  for 
natural  gas  would  increase  from  16 
to  17  percent  of  base  system 
capacity  and  peak  demand  would 
increase  from  36  to  38  percent. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  disturb  less  than 

12  acres  of  land.  Construction 
activities  would  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  applicable 
stormwater  discharge  permit  to 
control  erosion  and  prevent 
sediment,  debris,  or  other  pollutants 
from  entering  the  stormwater 
system. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  would  result  in 
approximately  7,736  tons  of  C&D 
debris  to  be  recycled  or  reused  and 
approximately  5,158  tons  to  be 
placed  in  the  Brooks  or  CDR 

Landfill  or  a  combination  of  both. 

On-base  mission  personnel  vehicle 
trips  would  decrease  by 
approximately  2  percent.  No  level- 
of-service  impacts  are  anticipated. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  at  each 
base  would  remain  as 
is.  No  new 
construction  would 
occur  and  no  new 
personnel  would 
arrive  or  decrease  at 
any  of  the  bases.  No 
additional  impacts  to 
the  infrastructure 
system  at  any  of  the 
bases  would  occur. 
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Table  2-21.  Comparative  Summary  of  Environmental  Consequences  (Continued) 


Resource  Area 

Altus  AFB 

Fairchild  AFB 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

McConnell  AFB 

No  Action 

FTU 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

FTU 

MOB  1 

Hazardous 
Materials  and 
Waste 

The  types  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  are  consistent  with  those  currently  being  utilized  and  generated  by  the 
KC-135  mission,  but  the  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  used  and  wastes  generated  would  increase. 

The  quantities  and  types  of 
hazardous  materials  used  and  wastes 
generated  would  increase  relative  to 
the  current  RPA  missions,  but 
would  be  consistent  with  those 
utilized  and  generated  by  the 
previous  KC-135  mission. 

The  types  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  are  consistent  with  those 
currently  being  utilized  and  generated  by  the  KC-135  mission,  but  the 
quantities  of  hazardous  materials  used  and  wastes  generated  would  increase. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  at  each  base 
would  remain  as  is. 

Each  base  would 
continue  to  use 
hazardous  materials  and 
dispose  of  hazardous 
waste  as  described  for 
each  base’s  baseline 
conditions. 

The  systems  engineering  process  has  eliminated  halon  and  minimized  the  use  of  the  hazardous  materials  hexavalent  chromium  and  cadmium.  Other  hazardous  materials  such  as  trichloroethane  have  available  alternates  and  would  not 
be  required  for  the  KC-46A.  The  preference  would  be  to  use  the  least  hazardous  material  when  alternatives  are  available.  Any  structures  proposed  for  upgrade  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  asbestos-containing  materials  (ACM)  and 
lead-based  paint  according  to  established  procedures.  Modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  would  occur  in  proximity  to  existing  Environmental  Restoration  Program  (ERP)  sites.  Eormal  construction  waivers  are  not 
required,  but  the  USAE  requires  the  review  of  excavation  and/or  construction  siting  and  compatibility  with  environmental  cleanup  sites  to  be  conducted  and  documented  in  accordance  with  current  environmental  impact  analysis 
processes.  During  the  design  phase  for  each  development  project,  proximity  to  the  various  types  of  ERP  sites  will  be  evaluated  to  determine  if  additional  costs  will  need  to  be  included  in  project  estimates  to  maintain  the  proper  land  use 
controls  and  the  groundwater  monitoring  well  networks  and  to  incorporate  proper  health  and  safety  precautions  into  construction  plans. 

Socioeconomics 
(all  numbers 

are 

approximated) 

Population 

Overall  increase  in  population  to 
Jackson  County  from  incoming 
military  personnel,  students,  and 
family  members  (does  not  include 
DoD  civilians,  part-time  Reservists, 
or  contractors):  578  (2.2  percent 
increase  in  region  of  influence 
[ROI]). 

Economic  Activity 

Total  increase  on-base  full-time 
military  personnel,  students,  DoD 
civilians,  and  contractors:  619 
(15.9  percent  increase  of  on-base 
jobs).  Total  construction  costs  of 
$52  million  and  O&M  costs  of 
$11  million  could  generate  909  jobs 
and  $4  million  in  indirect  and 
induced  income  for  the  duration  of 
the  construction  activity. 

Housing 

Assuming  all  144  incoming  full¬ 
time  military  personnel  would 
require  off-base  housing,  the 
housing  market  in  the  ROI  would  be 
anticipated  to  support  the  incoming 
personnel.  Adequate  facilities  on 
and  off  base  are  available  to  support 
the  incoming  students. 

Education 

An  estimated  140  military 
dependents  of  school  age  would 
enter  any  of  the  six  school  districts 
in  Jackson  County. 

Population 

Overall  increase  in  population  to 
Jackson  County  from  incoming 
military  personnel  and  family 
members  (does  not  include  DoD 
civilians,  part-time  Reservists,  or 
contractors):  4,917  (18.6  percent 
increase  in  ROI). 

Economic  Activity 

Total  increase  on-base  full-time 
military  personnel,  DoD  civilians, 
and  contractors:  1,922  (49  percent 
increase  of  on-base  jobs).  Total 
construction  costs  of  $400  million 
could  generate  5,628  jobs  and 
$24  million  in  indirect  and  induced 
income  for  the  duration  of  the 
construction  activity. 

Housing 

The  housing  market  in  the  ROI  and 
surrounding  communities  within 
adjacent  counties  would  be  anticipated 
to  support  the  incoming  personnel.  An 
HRMA  would  be  required. 

Education 

An  estimated  1,826  military 
dependents  of  school-age  would 
enter  any  of  the  six  school  districts 
in  Jackson  County  or  surrounding 
communities  based  upon  where 
incoming  military  personnel  reside. 

Population 

Overall  increase  in  population  to 
Spokane  County  from  incoming 
military  personnel  and  family 
members  associated  with  the 

KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  and  the 
drawdown  of  military  personnel  and 
family  members  associated  with  the 
KC-135  (does  not  include  DoD 
civilians,  part-time  Guardsmen,  or 
contractors):  1,095  (0.2  percent 
increase  in  ROI). 

Economic  Activity 

Total  increase  on-base  full-time 
military  personnel,  DoD  civilians, 
and  contractors:  438  (9.7  percent 
increase  of  on-base  jobs).  Total 
construction  costs  of  $292  million 
could  generate  3,022  jobs  and 
$65.5  million  in  indirect  and 
induced  income  for  the  duration  of 
the  construction  activity. 

Housing 

Assuming  all  1,656  incoming  full¬ 
time  military  personnel  associated 
with  KC-46A  would  require  off- 
base  housing,  and  all  1,239  outgoing 
full-time  military  personnel 
associated  with  KC-135  would 
depart  from  off-base  housing,  the 
housing  market  in  the  ROI  would  be 
anticipated  to  support  the  change  in 
personnel.  An  HRMA  would  be 
required. 

Education 

An  estimated  407  military 
dependents  of  school  age  would  be 
anticipated  to  enter  the  Spokane 

Public  School  District. 

Population 

Overall  increase  in  population  to 
Grand  Forks  County  from  incoming 
military  personnel  and  family 
members  (does  not  include  DoD 
civilians,  part-time  Guardsmen,  or 
contractors):  4,526  (6.8  percent 
increase  in  ROI). 

Economic  Activity 

Total  increase  on-base  full-time 
military  personnel,  DoD  civilians, 
and  contractors:  1,747  (69  percent 
increase  of  on-base  jobs).  Total 
construction  costs  of  $345  million 
could  generate  4,326  jobs  and 
$5 1  million  in  indirect  and  induced 
income  for  the  duration  of  the 
construction  activity. 

Housing 

Assuming  all  1,724  incoming  full¬ 
time  military  personnel  would 
require  off-base  housing,  the  housing 
market  in  the  ROI  would  be 
anticipated  to  support  the  incoming 
personnel.  An  HRMA  would  be 
required. 

Education 

Approximately  1,681  military  and 
non-military  dependents  of  school 
age  would  enter  any  of  the  nine 
public  school  districts  in  Grand 

Forks  County. 

Population 

Overall  increase  in  population  to 
Sedgwick  County  from  incoming 
military  personnel  and  family 
members  and  students  (does  not 
include  DoD  civilians,  part-time 
Reservists,  or  contractors):  570 
(0.2  percent  increase  in  ROI). 

Economic  Activity 

Total  increase  on-base  full-time 
military  personnel,  DoD  civilians, 
students,  and  contractors:  679 
(15.6  percent  increase  of  on-base 
jobs).  Total  construction  costs  of 
$154  million  and  O&M  costs  of 
$16  million  could  generate 

2,234  jobs  and  $36  million  in 
indirect  and  induced  income  for  the 
duration  of  the  construction  activity. 

Housing 

Assuming  all  141  incoming  full¬ 
time  military  personnel  would 
require  off-base  housing,  the 
housing  market  in  the  ROI  would  be 
anticipated  to  support  the  incoming 
personnel.  Adequate  facilities  on 
and  off  base  are  available  to  support 
the  incoming  students. 

Education 

Approximately  137  military 
dependents  of  school  age  would 
enter  any  of  the  10  public  school 
districts  in  Sedgwick  County. 

Population 

Overall  decrease  in  population  to 
Sedgwick  County  from  incoming 
military  personnel  and  family 
members  associated  with  the 

KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  and  the 
drawdown  of  military  personnel  and 
family  members  associated  with  the 
KC-135  (does  not  include  DoD 
civilians,  part-time  Reservists,  or 
contractors):  -291  (0.1  percent 
decrease  in  ROI). 

Economic  Activity 

Total  change  of  on-base  full-time 
military  personnel,  DoD  civilians 
and  contractors:  -77  (1.8  percent 
decrease  of  on-base  jobs).  Total 
construction  costs  of  $264  million 
could  generate  3,456  jobs  and 
$55  million  in  indirect  and  induced 
income  for  the  duration  of  the 
construction  activity. 

Housing 

Assuming  all  1,809  incoming  full¬ 
time  military  personnel  associated 
with  KC-46A  would  require  off- 
base  housing,  and  all  1,920  outgoing 
full-time  military  personnel 
associated  with  KC-135  would 
depart  from  off-base  housing,  the 
housing  market  in  the  ROI  would  be 
anticipated  to  support  the  change  in 
personnel.  An  HRMA  would  be 
required. 

Education 

Approximately  108  military 
dependents  of  school  age  would  no 
longer  attend  the  county  schools. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  would 
remain  as  is.  No  new 
personnel  increases  or 
decreases  would  occur 
at  any  of  the  bases  and 
none  of  the  bases 
would  receive  the 
benefits  of  a 
population  increase. 

No  construction  would 
occur  and  therefore  no 
construction  related 
beneficial 
expenditures  would 
occur. 
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Table  2-21.  Comparative  Summary  of  Environmental  Consequences  (Continued) 


Resource  Area 

Altus  AFB 

Fairchild  AFB 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

McConnell  AFB 

No  Action 

FTU 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

MOB  1 

FTU 

MOB  1 

Socioeconomics 
(Continued)  (all 
numbers  are 
approximated) 

Public  Services 

Demand  for  public  services  in 

Jackson  County  has  increased  for 
several  years  and  would  continue  to 
increase  with  incoming  population. 

Base  Services 

There  are  adequate  infrastructure 
and  staffing  to  support  incoming 
military  populations. 

Public  Services 

Although  this  scenario  would  increase 
the  demand  for  public  services, 
because  of  the  need  for  additional 
housing,  some  of  the  incoming 
personnel  might  reside  in  surrounding 
counties  where  additional  public 
services  are  available. 

Base  Services 

Several  Base  services  would  require 
additional  manpower  and  facilities 
to  accommodate  the  incoming 
personnel. 

Public  Services 

Public  services  would  be  anticipated 
to  support  the  incoming  population. 

Base  Services 

Base  services  have  adequate 
capacity  in  the  CDC,  housing, 
fitness,  and  dining  facilities  under 
the  existing  infrastructure  to  support 
the  proposed  MOB  1  scenario  due  to 
the  drawdown  of  the  KC-135 
mission. 

Public  Services 

The  increase  in  the  county 
population  would  slightly  impact 
police,  fire,  or  other  services  and 
could  require  additional  manpower 
to  support  the  incoming  population. 

Base  Services 

There  is  adequate  infrastructure  and 
capacity  to  support  incoming 
military  populations. 

Public  Services 

Public  services  would  be  anticipated 
to  support  the  incoming  population. 

Base  Services 

There  are  adequate  infrastructure 
and  staffing  to  support  incoming 
military  population. 

Public  Services 

Public  services  would  be  anticipated 
to  support  the  change  in  population. 

Base  Services 

There  are  adequate  infrastructure 
and  staffing  to  support  incoming 
military,  particularly  with  the 

KC-135  drawdown. 

Environmental 
Justice  and  the 
Protection  of 
Children 

Implementation  of  either  scenario  at  any  of  the  bases  is  not  anticipated  to  disproportionately  impact  any  minority,  low-income,  or  off-base  children  populations. 

Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  baseline 
conditions  at  each 
base  would  remain  as 
is.  There  would  be  no 
environmental  justice 
impacts  or  impacts  to 
populations  of 
children  at  any  of  the 
bases. 
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2.8  MITIGATION 

Mitigation  measures  avoid,  minimize,  remediate,  or  compensate  for  environmental  impact.  CEQ 
regulations  (40  CFR  1508.20)  define  mitigation  to  include  the  following: 

1 .  Avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by  not  taking  a  certain  action  or  parts  of  an  action. 

2.  Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the  action,  and  its 
implementation. 

3.  Rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or  restoring  the  affected  environment. 

4.  Reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by  preservation  and  maintenance 
operations  during  the  life  of  the  action. 

5.  Compensating  for  the  impact  by  replacing  or  providing  substitute  resources  or 
environments. 

Avoiding,  minimizing,  or  reducing  potential  impacts  has  been  a  priority  guiding  the  development 
of  the  KC-46A  scenarios  and  aircraft  operations.  Mitigation  measures  are  either  built  or  designed 
into  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives;  applied  to  construction,  operation,  or  maintenance 
involved  in  the  action;  or  implemented  as  compensatory  measures.  Following  the  EIS  Record  of 
Decision  (ROD),  a  Mitigation  Plan  will  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  32  CFR  989.22(d).  The 
Mitigation  Plan  will  address  specific  mitigations  identified  and  agreed  to  during  the 
Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process  (EIAP). 

Given  the  relative  immaturity  of  the  KC-46A  program,  identification  of  new  data  and 
information  relative  to  the  aircraft  could  arise  and  it  is  possible  that  the  impacts  identified  in  the 
Final  EIS  may  be  different  from  those  expected.  An  understanding  of  various  aspects  that  are 
part  of  a  complex  interrelated  KC-46A  operational  environment  may  not  be  achieved  without  a 
more  long-term  process  built  around  a  continuous  cycle  of  evaluation,  learning,  and 
improvement  over  time. 

To  accommodate  this,  the  Mitigation  Plan  will  identify  principal  and  subordinate  organizations 
having  responsibility  for  oversight  and  execution  of  specific  mitigation  and  management  actions. 
The  plan  will  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  CEQ  mitigation  and  monitoring  guidance. 

2.8.1  Measures  Proposed  to  Reduce  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts 

Specific  mitigation  measures  are  presented  in  Table  2-22.  The  table  identifies  proposed 
mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  potential  for  environmental  impacts.  The  table  presents  the 
mitigation  measures  by  resource  area,  base,  and  mission. 
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Table  2-22.  Mitigation  Measures  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts 


Resource  Area/Alternative 

Mitigations  Measures  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts 

Noise 

All  Bases 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Air  Quality 

All  Bases 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Safety 

All  Bases 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Soils  and  Water 

All  Bases 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Biological  Resources 

Aims  AFB  FTU 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Alms  AFB  MOB  1 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Fairchild  AFB  MOB  1 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Grand  Forks  AFB  MOB  1 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  could  impact  wetlands.  Should  Grand  Forks  AFB  be  selected  for  the 
MOB  1  mission,  the  USAF  would  work  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (USACE)  and  the  North  Dakota  Department  of 
Health  (NDDH)  to  determine  if  any  of  the  impacted  wetlands  are  subject  to  regulation  under  Sections  401/404  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  (CWA).  If  wetlands  with  a  watershed  greater  than  80  acres  are  drained  or  filled,  a  permit  is  required  from  the  North 
Dakota  State  Engineer.  The  USAE  would  work  with  regulators  to  determine  any  permit  conditions,  including  mitigation 
requirements  (as  appropriate). 

McConnell  AFB  FTU 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Cultural  Resources 

Alms  AFB  FTU 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Alms  AFB  MOB  1 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Fairchild  AFB  MOB  1 

If  Eairchild  AEB  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  1  scenario,  mitigation  for  adverse  impacts  to  cultural  resources  would  be  required. 
The  Washington  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  (Department  of  Archaeology  and  Historic  Preservation  [DAHP])  has 
concurred  that  Building  2050,  constructed  in  1943,  is  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP). 
Eairchild  AEB  has  amended  the  existing  Section  106  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MO A)  for  the  demolition  of  buildings  in  the 
Elight  Line  Historic  District.  This  signed  MOA  amendment  indicates  that  Eairchild  AEB  would  initiate  consultation  with  the 
DAHP  regarding  appropriate  mitigations  should  Eairchild  AEB  be  selected  to  host  the  MOB  1  scenario. 

Grand  Forks  AFB  MOB  1 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 
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Table  2-22.  Mitigation  Measures  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts  (Continued) 


Resource  Area/Alternative 

Mitigations  Measures  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts 

Cultural  Resources  (Continued) 

McConnell  AFB  FTU 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

If  McConnell  AFB  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  1  scenario,  mitigation  for  adverse  impacts  to  cultural  resources  would  be 
required.  Building  1106  is  proposed  for  demolition  under  the  MOB  1  scenario  and  this  building  has  been  determined  to  be 
eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP.  The  demolition  of  Building  1106  cannot  be  avoided  by  any  reasonable  modifications  to  the 
proposed  alternative.  McConnell  AFB  has  signed  a  MOA  with  the  Kansas  SHPO  outlining  the  mitigation  requirements  for 
adverse  impacts  to  Building  1 106. 

Mitigation  for  Demolition  of  Building  1106 

•  McConnell  AFB  will  provide  materials  for  interpretive  use  by  the  Kansas  Aviation  Museum,  Wichita,  Kansas,  in  a 
“Military  Aviation  in  Kansas”  display.  The  materials  may  be  photos,  drawings,  and/or  historic  summaries  related  to 
aviation  at  McConnell  AFB.  McConnell  AFB  is  willing  to  provide  these  materials,  which  the  Museum  has 
expressed  interest  in  displaying.  Upon  submittal  of  the  full  package,  and  receipt  by  the  Museum,  the  materials 
become  property  of  the  Museum. 

•  McConnell  AFB  will  provide  cultural  resources  related  materials  to  the  Wichita  State  University  Libraries  (the 
Library),  Special  Collections  and  University  Archives,  Wichita,  Kansas;  the  SHPO  will  receive  electronic  copies  of 
the  materials.  The  source  of  materials  is  McConnell  APB  Historic  Records  files  and  includes  documents,  photos, 
and/or  drawings  related  to  cultural  resources  at  McConnell  APB.  Examples  include  historic  inventory  reports, 
historic  summaries,  historic  aerial  photos,  and  limited  original  building  elevation  drawings  of  historic  facilities. 
McConnell  APB  is  willing  to  provide  these  materials,  which  the  Library  has  expressed  interest  in  displaying. 

•  McConnell  APB  will  ensure  production  of  a  “web  page”  suitable  for  internet  posting,  and  a  brochure  useful  for 
general  distribution/accessibility  to  educate  non-technical  audiences  within  and  beyond  McConnell  APB.  These 
products  will  focus  on  McConnell  APB's  history  in  general,  and  will  also  incorporate  historic  buildings  and  their 
pertinent  immediate  and  broader  settings. 

Preservation  of  Buildings  1107  and  1218 

•  To  ensure  the  MOB  1  does  not  adversely  affect  these  buildings,  McConnell  APB  will  ensure  all  phases  of  design, 
construction,  and  maintenance/operation  of  the  buildings  follow  applicable  provisions  of  “77ze  Secretary  of  the 
Interior’s  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  with  Guidelines  for  Preserving,  Rehabilitating, 
Restoring  and  Reconstructing  Historic  Buildings  "  ("Standards";  36  CPR  Part  68). 

•  McConnell  APB  will  provide  opportunities  for  the  SHPO  to  review  and  comment  on  key  steps  of  MOB  1  related 
design  for  the  buildings. 

•  McConnell  APB  will  require  all  parties,  including  contractors,  involved  with  design,  construction,  and 
maintenance/operation  of  the  buildings  follow  the  Standards.  Where  an  individual  or  team  involved  in  the 
buildings'  design,  construction,  and  maintenance/operation  reasonably  would  be  expected  to  meet  professional 
standards  associated  with  the  Standards,  McConnell  APB  will  ensure  such  standards  are  met. 
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Table  2-22.  Mitigation  Measures  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts  (Continued) 


Resource  Area/Alternative 

Mitigations  Measures  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts 

Land  Use 

All  Bases 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Infrastructure 

All  Bases 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

All  Bases 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Socioeconomics 

All  Bases 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 

Environmental  Justice  and  Protection  of  Children 

All  Bases 

No  base-specific  mitigation  identified. 
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2.9  MANAGEMENT  ACTIONS 

In  addition  to  mitigation  measures,  the  EIS  has  identified  a  series  of  management  actions.  These 
management  actions  will  be  implemented  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  or  USAF 
guidance.  Specific  management  actions  identified  in  the  Final  EIS  are  presented  in  Table  2-23. 
The  table  presents  the  management  actions  by  resource  area,  base,  and  mission. 

2.10  UNAVOIDABLE  IMPACTS 

At  a  few  locations  near  the  four  bases,  KC-46A  development  and  aircraft  operations  could  result 
in  disturbance  and/or  noise  in  areas  that  are  not  currently  or  have  not  recently  been  subjected  to 
these  effects.  Some  of  these  impacts  could  be  considered  adverse  or  annoying  to  potentially 
affected  individuals.  Potential  impacts  that  could  occur  and  cannot  be  mitigated  include  the 
following: 

•  With  the  exception  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB,  an  increase  in  the  number 
of  acres  and  estimated  number  of  residents  exposed  to  noise  levels  equal  to  or  greater 
than  65  dB  DNF  would  occur. 

•  The  existing  capacity  of  regional  landfills  would  be  reduced  due  to  the  solid  waste 
generated. 

•  Although  anticipated  to  be  similar  to  what  is  currently  or  what  was  recently  being 
generated  at  all  four  bases,  hazardous  and  nonhazardous  waste  would  be  generated  as  a 
result  of  maintenance  functions  associated  with  the  new  aircraft. 

•  Individual  species  would  be  affected  by  land  disturbance  and  air  operations. 

•  Stormwater  runoff  and  associated  erosion  would  increase  due  to  construction. 

•  The  level  of  service  on  a  number  of  roadway  segments  could  decrease. 

•  There  is  potential  for  an  increase  in  the  number  of  bird/wildlife- aircraft  strikes  and 
aircraft  mishaps  resulting  from  the  increased  number  of  annual  operations. 
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Table  2-23.  Management  Actions  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts 


Resource  Area/Alternative 

Management  Actions  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts 

Noise 

Aims  AFB  FTU 

•  KC-46A  aircrews  would  mirror  existing  tanker  operations  making  use  of  traffic  patterns  to  the  west,  as  well  as  east  of  Altus  AFB. 

•  KC-46A  aircrews  would  conduct  about  10  percent  of  total  airfield  operations  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 

•  Auxiliary  airfields  will  generally  not  be  used  by  KC-46A  aircrews  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 

Alms  AFB  MOB  1 

•  KC-46A  aircrews  would  mirror  existing  tanker  operations  making  use  of  traffic  patterns  to  the  west,  as  well  as  east  of  Altus  AFB. 

•  KC-46A  aircrews  would  conduct  about  10  percent  of  total  airfield  operations  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 

Fairchild  AFB  MOB  1 

•  KC-46A  aircrews  would  conduct  about  10  percent  of  total  airfield  operations  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 

Grand  Forks  AFB  MOB  1 

•  KC-46A  aircrews  would  conduct  about  10  percent  of  total  airfield  operations  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 

McConnell  AFB  FTU 

•  Auxiliary  airfields  will  generally  not  be  used  by  KC-46A  aircrews  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 

McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

•  KC-46A  aircrews  would  conduct  about  10  percent  of  total  airfield  operations  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 

Air  Quality 

All  Bases 

Employ  fugitive  dust  control  and  soil  retention  practices  including: 

•  Water  trucks  or  sprinkler  systems  to  keep  all  areas  of  vehicle  movement  damp  enough  to  prevent  dust  from  leaving  the 
construction  area. 

•  Suspension  of  all  soil  disturbance  activities  when  visible  dust  plumes  emanate  from  the  site. 

•  Designating  personnel  to  monitor  the  dust  control  program  and  to  order  increased  watering,  as  necessary,  to  prevent  the 
transport  of  dust  off-site. 

Safety 

All  Bases 

•  Existing,  and  in  the  case  of  Grand  Eorks  AEB,  former  KC-135  emergency  fuel  jettison  locations  and  procedures  would  be 
used  for  all  KC-46A  missions. 

•  Emergency  and  mishap  response  plans  would  be  updated  to  address  the  needed  procedures  and  response  actions  specific  to 
the  KC-46A  airframe. 
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Table  2-23.  Management  Actions  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts  (Continued) 


Resource  Area/Alternative 

Management  Actions  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts 

Soils  and  Water 

All  Bases 

•  Update  installation  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plans  (SWPPPs)  to  reflect  new  KC-46A  building  construction  as 
required  by  state  and  federal  CWA  requirements. 

•  Post  construction,  all  disturbed  areas  would  be  re-graded  to  pre-construction  contours. 

•  Silt  fence,  interceptor  trenches,  hay  bales,  or  other  suitable  erosion  and  sediment  control  measures  will  be  used  during 
construction,  and  revegetation  of  disturbed  areas  will  occur  as  soon  as  practical. 

Aims  AFB  FTU 

•  No  base-specific  management  actions  identified. 

Alms  AFB  MOB  1 

•  Submit  stamped  engineering  plans  and  specifications  for  any  work  associated  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation-owned 
irrigation  canal  prior  to  construction. 

Fairchild  AFB  MOB  1 

•  No  base-specific  management  actions  identified. 

Grand  Forks  AFB  MOB  1 

•  No  base-specific  management  actions  identified. 

McConnell  AFB  FTU 

•  Continue  best  management  practices  to  reduce  stormwater  runoff  containing  deicing  fluid.  These  would  include  monitoring, 
inspection,  and  replacement  of  valves,  and  flushing  of  deicing  system  prior  to  opening  diversion  valves. 

McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

•  Continue  best  management  practices  to  reduce  stormwater  runoff  containing  deicing  fluid.  These  would  include  monitoring, 
inspection,  and  replacement  of  valves,  and  flushing  of  deicing  system  prior  to  opening  diversion  valves. 

•  The  proposed  addition  to  Building  1220  is  located  in  a  100-year  floodplain.  To  the  maximum  extent  practical,  work  in  the 
100-year  floodplain  would  be  minimized. 

•  The  proposed  addition  would  be  constructed  above  the  base  flood  level. 

Biological  Resources 

All  Bases 

•  Continue  adherence  to  BirdAVildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  (BASH)  program. 

Cultural  Resources 

All  Bases 

•  Track  results  of  government -to-government  consultation  with  tribes. 

•  In  the  case  of  unanticipated  or  inadvertent  cultural  resource  discoveries,  the  USAF  would  comply  with  Section  106  of  the 
NHPA  and  follow  the  standard  operating  procedures  outlined  in  the  Integrated  Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan 
(ICRMP). 

Land  Use 

All  Bases 

•  Once  the  full  complement  of  KC-46A  aircraft  are  operating  at  both  bases,  prepare  an  update  to  the  current  Air  Installation 
Compatible  Use  Zone  Study  (AICUZ)  to  validate  operational  data  and  identify  projected  noise  levels  based  on  the  most 
recent  noise  data. 
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Table  2-23.  Management  Actions  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts  (Continued) 


Resource  Area/Alternative 

Management  Actions  to  Reduce  the  Potential  for  Environmental  Impacts 

Infrastructure 

All  Bases 

•  Incorporate  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  (LEED)  and  sustainable  development  concepts  into 
construction  projects  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation,  except  to  the  extent 
limited  or  prohibited  by  law. 

•  Continue  and  enhance  recycling  and  reuse  programs  to  accommodate  waste  generated  by  the  KC-46A  beddown. 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

All  Bases 

•  Update  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plans  to  account  for  any  new  and/or  changed  waste  streams  or  new  procedures,  if 
any,  for  managing  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  associated  with  KC-46A  aircraft. 

•  Review  construction  plans  to  identify  any  monitoring  wells  that  would  need  to  be  removed  and/or  replaced. 

•  Review  construction  plans  to  identify  any  buildings  containing  toxic  substances  such  as  lead-based  paint  (EBP)  and 
asbestos. 

Socioeconomics 

Aims  AFB  FTU 

•  No  base-specific  management  actions  identified. 

Alms  AFB  MOB  1 

•  Complete  a  Housing  Requirements  and  Market  Analysis  (HRMA). 

Fairchild  AFB  MOB  1 

•  Complete  an  HRMA. 

Grand  Forks  AFB  MOB  1 

•  Complete  an  HRMA. 

McConnell  AFB  FTU 

•  Complete  an  HRMA. 

McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

•  Complete  an  HRMA. 

Environmental  Justice  and  Protection  of  Children 

All  Bases 

•  No  base-specific  management  actions  identified. 
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3.0  BASE-AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 

This  chapter  is  alphabetically  organized  by  each  of  the  four  Air  Force  Bases  (AFBs)  under 
consideration  for  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  1)  missions.  The  baseline  or  existing  condition  information,  organized  by  resource  area  in 
each  of  the  four  base  sections,  forms  the  basis  for  the  comparative  analysis  presented  in  the 
summary  table  at  the  end  of  Chapter  2  (Table  2-21).  The  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  evaluates  and 
compares  operational  and  economic  factors  and  environmental  resources  to  determine  whether  to 
make  a  beddown  decision  at  this  time  and,  if  such  a  decision  is  made,  where  the  FTU  and 
MOB  1  KC-46A  missions  would  be  located.  The  baseline  conditions  described  in  this  chapter 
constitute  conditions  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

The  geographic  scope  of  potential  consequences,  known  as  a  region  of  influence  (ROI),  is 
described  for  each  resource  area.  For  most  of  the  resource  areas,  the  ROI  is  defined  as  areas  of 
the  base  affected  by  aircraft  operations  and  infrastructure  upgrades.  For  some  resources  (such  as 
noise,  air  quality,  and  socioeconomics),  the  ROI  extends  into  surrounding  communities  unique  to 
that  specific  resource  area.  The  ROI  for  the  FTU  mission  also  includes  the  local  airspace 
associated  with  the  auxiliary  airfields  required  for  use  by  KC-46A  aircraft. 

The  goal  in  producing  this  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  has  been  to  prepare  as 
concise  a  document  as  possible  that  addresses  the  base-specific  concerns  of  individuals,  agencies 
and  others  while  meeting  the  comparative  needs  of  the  USAE  decision  makers.  Public,  agency, 
and  other  comments  received  during  scoping  were  used  to  focus  the  analysis  on  those 
environmental  resources  of  interest  to  scoping  participants.  Certain  environmental  resources 
were  not  carried  forward  for  separate  evaluation  in  this  Einal  EIS  because  it  was  determined  that 
implementation  of  the  KC-46A  ETU  or  MOB  1  mission  at  any  of  the  alternative  bases  would  be 
unlikely  to  affect  those  resources.  Airspace  management  and  visual  resources  were  not  evaluated 
because  there  will  be  no  new  airspace  proposed  and  no  changes  to  the  manner  in  which  the 
existing  airspace  is  used.  Resource  definitions,  as  well  as  the  regulatory  setting  and  methodology 
of  the  analysis,  are  contained  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  B. 

3.1  ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE 

This  section  of  Chapter  3  describes  the  baseline  conditions  of  the  environmental  resources 
anticipated  to  be  affected  by  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Altus  AFB  and,  when  applicable,  in  areas  surrounding  the  base.  The  baseline  resource  conditions 
are  described  to  the  level  of  detail  necessary  to  support  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  that 
could  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB. 

3.1.1  Noise 

Noise,  which  is  defined  as  unwanted  sound,  has  the  potential  to  affect  several  resource  areas 
evaluated  in  this  Final  EIS.  Background  information  on  the  regulatory  setting  and  methodology 
for  noise  is  contained  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Sections  B.I.2  and  B.I.3. 

3. 1.1.1  Base-Affected  Environment 

The  current  mission  at  Altus  AFB  is  described  in  Section  2.4.1  and  includes  both  C-17  and  KC-135 
aircraft.  Table  3-1  shows  noise  levels  of  the  aircraft  currently  based  at  Altus  AFB  at  different  heights 
above  the  ground  during  landings  and  takeoffs.  Aircraft  flying  at  higher  altitudes  may  not  have  flaps 
and  gear  deployed  as  they  would  when  in  landing  or  takeoff  configurations,  resulting  in  slightly 
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lower  noise  levels  than  shown  in  Table  3-1.  The  noise  levels  in  this  table  are  presented  as  sound 
exposure  levels  (SELs)  in  decibels  (dB),  which  are  the  sum  of  sound  energy  during  the  noise  event. 


Table  3-1.  Aircraft  Noise  Levels  at  Altus  AFB 


Aircraft 

Power 

Setting 

SEL  at  Overflight  Distance  (in  dB) 

250  feet 

500  feet 

1,000  feet 

2,000  feet 

5,000  feet 

10,000  feet 

Landing 

C-17 

1.15  EPR 

108 

102 

95 

88 

77 

68 

KC-135 

65%  NE 

100 

95 

90 

84 

75 

67 

Takeoff 

C-17 

1.42  EPR 

114 

109 

103 

97 

88 

81 

KC-135 

90%  NE 

105 

100 

95 

90 

81 

73 

Note:  Aircraft  airspeed  is  160  knots.  Aircraft  operate  at  various  airspeeds  in  and  around  the  airfield. 
Key:  Power  Units:  EPR  -  engine  pressure  ratio;  NF  -  engine  fan  revolutions  per  minute. 

Source:  NOISEMAP  7.2  Maximum  Omega  10  Results. 


Of  the  109,459  annual  operations  conducted  at  Altus  AFB,  12  percent  occur  during  the  night 
between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  Due  to  the  potential  for  night  noise  to  be  particularly 
intrusive,  noise  events  occurring  during  this  time  period  are  assessed  a  10  dB  penalty  when 
calculating  day-night  average  sound  level  (DNL). 

The  baseline  noise  contours  shown  on  Figure  3-1  reflect  the  current  level  of  operations  at  Altus 
AFB  and  were  created  using  NOISEMAP  (Version  7.2).  As  a  point  of  reference,  the  65  dB  DNF 
noise  contours,  as  published  in  the  2010  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  (AICUZ)  report, 
are  also  shown.  The  relatively  minor  differences  in  noise  contours  result  from  an  update  of 
operations  data  based  on  interviews  with  pilots,  maintainers,  and  air  traffic  control  personnel  as 
well  as  use  of  refined  noise  modeling  algorithms  in  calculation  of  the  baseline  noise  levels.  The 
refined  noise  modeling  algorithms  take  into  account  local  variation  in  terrain  (e.g.,  hills  and 
valleys)  and  ground  impedance  (e.g.,  grass  absorbs  sound  energy  to  a  greater  degree  than  water). 

Table  3-2  shows  the  number  of  on-  and  off-base  acres  and  estimated  residents  currently  exposed 
to  noise  levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNF.  People  regularly  exposed  to  elevated  noise  levels  are 
more  likely  to  become  annoyed  by  the  noise.  It  is  widely  accepted  that  65  dB  DNF  is  the  noise 
level  at  which  a  substantial  percentage  of  the  population  can  be  expected  to  be  annoyed,  and  this 
has  been  accepted  by  the  USAF  and  several  other  Federal  agencies  as  the  level  above  which 
noise-sensitive  land  uses  are  not  considered  compatible  (see  Section  3.1.7  and  Volume  II, 
Appendix  C,  Section  C.I.3.I). 


Table  3-2,  Population  and  Acreage  Affected  Under  Noise  Contours  Near  Altus  AFB, 

Baseline  Conditions 


Noise  Level  (dB  DNL) 

Baseline  Conditions 

Off-Base  Population 

Off-Base  Acres 

On-Base  Acres 

65-69 

97 

3,433 

961 

70-74 

22 

945 

914 

75-79 

2 

191 

627 

80-84 

0 

5 

467 

>85 

0 

0 

87 

Total 

121 

4,574 

3,056 

Note:  Population  estimates  based  on  2010  U.S.  Census  Bureau  data.  See  Volume  11,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.4,  for  more  information  on  methods 


used  to  estimate  number  of  residents  affected. 
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Figure  3-1,  Altus  AFB  Baseline  Noise  Contours 
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Per  U.S.  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  policy,  the  80  dB  DNL  noise  contour  is  used  to  identify 
populations  most  at  risk  of  potential  hearing  loss  (USD  2009).  If  no  residence  or  populated  area  is 
within  the  80  dB  DNL  contour,  then  no  further  risk  assessment  is  warranted.  Noise  levels  greater 
than  80  dB  DNL  affect  5  acres  of  off-base  land  outside  of  Altus  AFB,  but  examination  of  aerial 
photography  shows  no  residences  in  the  affected  area.  On  base,  4  buildings  located  along  the 
flightline  are  affected  by  noise  levels  of  80  dB  DNL  or  greater.  None  of  the  affected  buildings  are 
residential.  The  risk  of  hearing  loss  among  workers  at  Altus  AFB  is  managed  according  to  DoD 
regulations  for  occupational  noise  exposure.  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
(OSHA)  and  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH)  occupational  noise 
exposure  regulations  would  continue  to  be  enforced  to  protect  employees  of  Altus  AFB. 

Table  3-3  presents  noise  conditions  at  several  representative  locations  surrounding  Altus  AFB. 
The  representative  locations,  shown  on  Figure  3-1,  were  established  based  on  central  points  of 
U.S.  Census  subdivisions,  and  therefore  do  not  represent  a  specific  noise-sensitive  receptor.  The 
areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  representative  locations  are  expected  to  experience  similar  aircraft 
noise  levels.  Eight  of  the  16  locations  currently  experience  noise  levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNL. 
Based  C-17  and  transient  T-38  arrival  and  closed  pattern  operations  generate  the  highest  SELs  at 
the  majority  of  the  locations  analyzed.  Table  C-1-1  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-I, 
provides  details  regarding  the  operations  types  generating  the  highest  SEEs  at  each  location. 


Table  3-3.  Altus  AFB  Representative  Locations  Under  Baseline  Conditions 


Location  ID 

Baseline  Conditions 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs  (dB)“ 

1 

69 

99-107 

2 

62 

91-97 

3 

66 

99-102 

4 

71 

97-102 

5 

65 

98-101 

6 

62 

92-97 

7 

67 

98-101 

8 

61 

90-94 

9 

71 

103-104 

10 

64 

96-101 

11 

70 

102-104 

12 

63 

92-98 

13 

58 

91-93 

14 

63 

93-98 

15 

73 

105-106 

16 

60 

90-95 

‘Top  5  SELs’  refers  to  the  range  of  loudest  five  event  types  experienced  at  the  location  (see  Volume  II, 
Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-1). 


Base  flying  procedures  are  designed  to  minimize  impacts  on  the  surrounding  community  while 
maximizing  operational  capacity  and  flexibility.  Eor  example.  Air  Eorce  Instruction 
(AEI)  13-203  instructs  aircrews  not  to  overfly  densely  populated  portions  of  the  City  of  Altus  at 
less  than  4,500  feet  mean  sea  level  (MSE)  (about  3,100  feet  above  ground  level  [AGE]). 
Similarly,  aircraft  departing  Altus  AEB  under  instrument  flight  rules  are  not  issued  instruction 
for  westward  turns  until  they  are  at  or  above  3,500  feet  MSE  (about  2,100  feet  AGE).  Although 
flights  over  the  City  of  Altus  are  generally  kept  to  a  minimum,  a  western  aircraft  traffic  pattern 
(which  overflies  the  city)  was  introduced  in  2010  to  increase  peak  operational  capacity  of  the 
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base.  Following  introduction  of  the  western  pattern,  there  was  an  increase  in  community  noise 
complaints.  Currently,  approximately  25  percent  of  closed  pattern  operations  occur  to  the  west  of 
the  base. 

3.1.2  Air  Quality 

Air  quality  in  a  given  location  is  defined  by  the  size  and  topography  of  the  air  basin,  the  local 
and  regional  meteorological  influences,  and  the  types  and  concentrations  of  pollutants  in  the 
atmosphere,  which  are  generally  expressed  in  units  of  parts  per  million  or  micrograms  per  cubic 
meter.  One  aspect  of  significance  is  a  pollutant’s  concentration  in  comparison  to  a  national 
and/or  state  ambient  air  quality  standard.  These  standards  represent  the  maximum  allowable 
atmospheric  concentrations  that  may  occur  and  still  protect  public  health  and  welfare  and  include 
a  reasonable  margin  of  safety  to  protect  the  more  sensitive  individuals  in  the  population. 

The  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  (42  U.S.  Code  [USC]  7401-767  Iq,  as  amended)  provided  the 
authority  for  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  to  establish  ambient  air 
quality  standards  to  protect  public  health  and  welfare  nationwide.  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  (NAAQS)  exist  for  seven  pollutants:  ozone  (O3),  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  nitrogen 
dioxide  (NO2),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter  (PMio),  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5),  and 
lead.  The  NAAQS  are  listed  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.2.I. 

The  CAA  establishes  air  quality  regulations  and  the  NAAQS,  and  delegates  the  enforcement  of 
these  standards  to  the  states.  The  CAA  requires  areas  in  nonattainment  of  an  NAAQS  to  develop 
a  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  that  details  how  the  state  will  attain  the  standard  within 
mandated  timeframes.  The  requirements  and  compliance  dates  for  attainment  are  based  on  the 
severity  of  the  nonattainment  classification  of  the  area. 

CAA  Section  176(c)  and  USEPA’s  General  Conformity  implementing  regulation  generally 
prohibits  federal  agencies  from  engaging  in,  supporting,  permitting,  or  approving  any  activity 
that  does  not  conform  to  the  most  recent  USEPA-approved  SIP  in  nonattainment  or  maintenance 
areas.  This  means  that  federal  projects  in  such  areas  or  other  activities  using  federal  funds  or 
requiring  federal  approval  (1)  will  not  cause  or  contribute  to  any  new  violation  of  an  NAAQS; 
(2)  will  not  increase  the  frequency  or  severity  of  any  existing  violation;  or  (3)  will  not  delay  the 
timely  attainment  of  any  standard,  interim  emission  reduction,  or  other  milestone.  The  General 
Conformity  Rule  applies  to  Eederal  actions  affecting  areas  that  are  in  nonattainment  of  an 
NAAQS  or  are  designated  maintenance  areas.  Conformity  requirements  only  apply  to 
nonattainment  and  maintenance  pollutants  and  their  precursor  emissions.  Conformity 
determinations  are  required  when  the  annual  direct  and  indirect  emissions  from  a  proposed 
Eederal  action  equal  or  exceed  an  applicable  de  minimis  threshold.  These  thresholds  are  lower 
for  more  severe  nonattainment  conditions.  The  General  Conformity  Rule  only  applies  to 
proposed  KC-46A  operations  from  Altus  AEB  that  would  occur  within  the  serious  O3 
nonattainment  area  that  encompasses  the  Eort  Worth  Alliance  Airport  (AEW)  auxiliary  airfield. 
Proposed  KC-46A  operations  within  this  area  would  conform  to  the  applicable  SIP  if  their 
annual  emissions  remain  below  50  tons  per  year  of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs)  or 
nitrogen  oxides  (NOx). 

Hazardous  air  pollutants  (HAPs)  are  air  pollutants  known  or  suspected  to  cause  serious  health 
effects,  such  as  birth  defects  or  cancer,  or  adverse  environmental  effects.  HAPs  are  compounds 
that  generally  have  no  established  ambient  standards.  The  CAA  identifies  187  substances  as 
HAPs  (e.g.,  benzene,  formaldehyde,  mercury,  and  toluene).  HAPs  are  emitted  from  a  range  of 
industrial  facilities  and  vehicles,  such  as  aircraft.  The  USEPA  sets  Eederal  regulations  to  reduce 
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HAP  emissions  from  stationary  sources.  A  “major”  source  of  HAPs  under  the  Federal  Title  V 
Operating  Program  is  defined  as  any  stationary  facility  or  source  that  directly  emits  or  has  the 
potential  to  emit  10  tons  per  year  or  more  of  any  HAP  or  25  tons  per  year  or  more  of  combined 
HAPs. 

In  Oklahoma,  the  Air  Quality  Division  of  the  Oklahoma  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
(ODEQ)  is  responsible  for  enforcing  air  pollution  regulations.  The  Air  Quality  Division  enforces  the 
NAAQS  by  monitoring  state- wide  air  quality  and  developing  rules  to  regulate  and  permit  stationary 
sources  of  air  emissions.  The  Oklahoma  Air  Quality  Rules  are  found  in  the  Oklahoma  Administrative 
Code  Title  252,  Chapter  100  (Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Air  Pollution  Control). 

Greenhouse  gases  (GHGs)  trap  heat  in  the  atmosphere.  Both  natural  processes  and  human  activities 
generate  these  emissions.  The  accumulation  of  GHGs  in  the  atmosphere  regulates  the  earth’s 
temperature.  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.2.1.1,  describes  recent  conditions  regarding  climate 
change  and  impacts  on  the  United  States,  as  obtained  from  the  U.S.  Global  Change  Research 
Program  report.  Global  Climate  Change  Impacts  in  the  United  States  (USGCRP  2009). 

GHGs  include  water  vapor,  carbon  dioxide  (CO2),  methane  (CH4),  nitrous  oxide,  O3,  and  several 
hydrocarbons  and  chlorofluorocarbons.  Each  GHG  has  an  estimated  global  warming  potential 
(GWP),  which  is  a  function  of  its  atmospheric  lifetime  and  its  ability  to  absorb  and  radiate 
infrared  energy  emitted  from  the  earth’s  surface.  The  GWP  of  a  particular  gas  provides  a  relative 
basis  for  calculating  its  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  (C02e)  or  the  amount  of  CO2  that  emissions  of 
that  gas  would  be  equal  to;  CO2  has  a  GWP  of  1  and  is,  therefore,  the  standard  by  which  all  other 
GHGs  are  measured. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  Pinal  EIS  for 
information  and  comparison  purposes. 

3. 1.2.1  Region  of  Influence  and  Existing  Air  Quality 

Air  emissions  produced  from  constmction  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Altus  APB 
would  mainly  affect  air  quality  within  Jackson  County.  KC-46A  operations  associated  with  the 
PTU  scenario  would  also  affect  air  quality  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  auxiliary  airfields  and 
along  aircraft  flight  routes  between  these  locations.  Identifying  the  ROI  for  air  quality  requires 
knowledge  of  the  pollutant  type,  source  emission  rates,  the  proximity  of  project  emission  sources 
to  other  emission  sources,  and  local  and  regional  meteorology.  Por  inert  pollutants  (such  as  CO 
and  particulates  in  the  form  of  dust),  the  ROI  is  generally  limited  to  a  few  miles  downwind  from 
a  source.  The  ROI  for  reactive  pollutants  such  as  O3  may  extend  much  farther  downwind  than  for 
inert  pollutants.  O3  is  formed  in  the  atmosphere  by  photochemical  reactions  of  previously 
emitted  pollutants  called  precursors.  O3  precursors  are  mainly  NOx  and  photochemically  reactive 
VOCs.  In  the  presence  of  solar  radiation,  the  maximum  effect  of  precursor  emissions  on  O3 
levels  usually  occurs  several  hours  after  they  are  emitted  and  many  miles  from  their  source. 

Currently,  Jackson  County  is  in  attainment  of  the  NAAQS  for  all  pollutants.  The  areas  surrounding 
the  auxiliary  airfields  proposed  for  use  by  the  PTU  scenario  attain  all  of  the  NAAQS  with  the 
exception  of  APW,  which  is  in  serious  nonattainment  of  the  O3  NAAQS. 
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3 . 1 . 2 . 1 . 1  Regional  Air  Emis  sions 

Table  3-4  summarizes  estimates  of  the  annual  emissions  generated  by  Jackson  County  in 
calendar  year  (CY)  2008  (USEPA  2013a).  The  majority  of  emissions  within  the  region  occur 
from  (1)  on-road  and  nonroad  mobile  sources  (VOCs,  CO,  and  NOx),  (2)  solvent/surface  coating 
usages  (VOCs),  and  (3)  fugitive  dust  (PM10/PM2.5). 


Table  3-4,  Annual  Emissions  for  Jackson  County,  Oklahoma,  CY  2008 


Source  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMi« 

PM2.S 

C02e  (mt) 

Stationary  Sources 

7,012 

3,429 

825 

37 

9,171 

1,632 

17,222 

Mobile  Sources 

407 

4,302 

1,144 

15 

69 

60 

184,699 

Total 

7,419 

7,731 

1,969 

52 

9,240 

1,692 

201,920 

Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 
Source:  USEPA  2013a. 


3. 1.2. 1.2  Altus  APB  Emissions 

Operational  emissions  due  to  existing  operations  at  Altus  APB  occur  from  (1)  aircraft  operations 
and  engine  maintenance/testing,  (2)  aerospace  ground  equipment  (AGE),  onsite  government  motor 
vehicles  (GMVs)  and  privately  owned  vehicles  (POVs),  (3)  offsite  POV  commutes,  (4)  nonroad 
mobile  equipment,  (5)  mobile  fuel  transfer  operations,  and  (6)  stationary  and  area  sources. 
Table  3-5  summarizes  the  most  recent  estimate  of  annual  operational  emissions  that  occurred  at 
Altus  APB  (CY  2012).  These  data  were  developed  in  part  from  the  2008  Mobile  Source  Air 
Emissions  Inventory  for  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (Weston  Solutions,  Incorporated  2010).  Emission 
factors  used  to  calculate  combustive  emissions  for  the  KC-135  aircraft  were  based  on  emissions 
data  developed  by  CPM  International  for  the  CPM56-2B1  engine  (ICAO  2013a).  The  data  in 
Table  3-5  are  also  used  to  estimate  non-aircraft  source  emissions  for  future  project  scenarios  at 
Altus  APB.  Volume  II,  Appendix  D,  Section  D.I.I,  of  this  Pinal  EIS  includes  estimations  of 
criteria  pollutant  emissions,  HAPs,  and  GHGs  from  existing  sources  at  Altus  APB. 


Table  3-5,  Annual  Emissions  from  Existing  Operations  at  Altus  AFB,  CY  2012 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMi« 

PM2.5 

C02e  (mt) 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

25.92 

234.56 

811.10 

68.54 

202.86 

202.86 

115,409 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.87 

155.10 

210.64 

35.75 

52.00 

52.00 

60,195 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

1.38 

5.07 

3.15 

0.31 

0.77 

0.77 

530 

On- Wing  Aircraft  Engine 

Testing  -  C-17 

0.16 

7.77 

9.77 

0.64 

4.24 

4.24 

1,796 

On- Wing  Aircraft  Engine 

Testing  -  KC-135 

0.99 

14.32 

7.07 

0.82 

0.05 

0.05 

2,278 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.84 

6.08 

7.11 

0.20 

0.94 

0.86 

4,741 

Government-Owned  Vehicles 

0.11 

0.98 

2.34 

0.00 

0.13 

0.11 

443 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  On 
Base 

0.23 

8.09 

1.49 

0.02 

0.07 

0.04 

1,089 
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Table  3-5.  Annual  Emissions  from  Existing  Operations  at  Altus  AFB,  CY  2012  (Continued) 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMi« 

PM2.5 

C02e  (mt) 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off  Base 

0.72 

24.03 

3.95 

0.05 

0.29 

0.13 

3,109 

Nonroad  Equipment 

8.29 

111.38 

3.12 

0.45 

0.34 

0.34 

2,178 

Mobile  Euel  Transfer 

Operations 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

1.91 

5.85 

9.65 

0.17 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Emissions 

55.39 

573.25 

1,069.38 

106.96 

262.74 

261.86 

191,769 

Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 


3.1.3  Safety 

The  safety  resource  area  applies  to  activities  in  the  air  and  on  the  ground  associated  with  aircraft 
flight  and  operation.  Flight  safety  considers  the  aircraft  flight  risks,  including  the  potential  for 
bird/wildlife-aircraft  strike  hazard.  Ground  safety  considers  issues  associated  with  operations  and 
maintenance  activities  that  support  base  operations,  including  fire  response.  Background 
information  on  the  regulatory  setting  and  methodology  for  safety  is  contained  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  B,  Sections  B.3.2  and  B.3.3. 

3. 1.3.1  Flight  Safety 

In  the  previous  9  years  (2003-2012),  there  were  four  Class  A  mishaps  at  Altus  AFB,  none  of 
which  were  crashes  and/or  resulted  in  the  loss  of  an  aircraft.  Three  historical  Class  A  accidents 
involving  Altus-based  aircraft  occurred  between  1962  and  2002  and  involved  loss  of  the  aircraft. 
Two  involved  a  KC-135  (in  1962  and  1987)  and  another  (in  1974)  involved  a  C-5  aircraft 
(Aviation  Safety  Network  2013a). 

The  KC-135  and  the  future  KC-46A  have  the  ability  to  jettison  fuel  during  emergency  situations. 
Data  on  historical  KC-135  operations  show  that  slightly  less  than  two  sorties  per  thousand 
resulted  in  a  release  of  fuel  (AMC  2013).  The  ability  to  land  the  KC-46A  at  a  much  higher 
weight  than  the  KC-135  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  frequency  of  fuel  releases  for  the 
KC-46A.  As  such,  it  is  expected  that  KC-46A  sorties  would  experience  a  lower  frequency  of  fuel 
releases. 

It  is  USAF  Air  Education  and  Training  Command  (AETC)  policy  to  follow  AEIs  that  have  been 
established  to  avoid  fuel  jettison,  unless  safety  of  flight  dictates  immediate  jettison.  Air  Mobility 
Command  (AMC)  policy,  which  covers  all  USAE  tanker  assets,  requires  that,  whenever  possible, 
any  fuel  released  from  an  aircraft  must  occur  above  20,000  feet  AGE  (AMC  2004,  2012).  This 
policy  is  designed  to  minimize  potential  impacts  of  fuel  jettison  events. 

The  main  environmental  concern  from  fuel  released  from  an  aircraft  is  the  deposition  of  fuel 
onto  the  ground  and/or  surface  waters  and  subsequent  negative  impact  on  human  health  or 
natural  resources.  The  results  of  a  definitive  study  on  the  fate  of  jettisoned  fuel  from  large  USAE 
aircraft  (e.g.,  KC-135)  (Deepti  2003)  were  used  to  identify  a  reasonably  conservative  ground- 
level  fuel  deposition  value  for  the  KC-46A.  This  study  used  the  Euel  Jettison  Simulation  model 
developed  by  the  USAE  to  estimate  the  ground  deposition  of  fuel  from  jettison  events  (Teske  and 
Curbishley  2000).  This  maximum  ground-level  fuel  deposition  value  identified  for  the  KC-46A 
would  result  in  effects  that  are  well  below  known  natural  resource  and  human  health  thresholds 
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for  jet  fuel.  Therefore,  the  maximum  fuel  deposition  value  expected  from  the  KC-46A  would  not 
produce  substantial  impacts  on  human  health  or  natural  resources.  In  view  of  this,  no  further 
analysis  is  included  in  this  section. 

3. 1 .3. 1 . 1  Wildlife  Strike  Hazard  at  Altus  AFB  and  Vicinity 

A  bird/wildlife- aircraft  strike  hazard  exists  at  Altus  AFB  and  its  vicinity  due  to  resident  and 
migratory  bird  species  and  other  wildlife.  Daily  and  seasonal  bird  movements  create  various 
hazardous  conditions.  While  birds  cannot  be  totally  eliminated  from  the  flight  environment, 
measures  can  be  taken  that  reduce  the  potential  for  and  number  of  potentially  hazardous  bird 
strikes  by  aircraft  at  or  near  Altus  AFB.  Such  actions  prevent  damage  to  aircraft  and  preserve 
lives  and  valuable  resources. 

Altus  AFB  is  located  along  the  Mid-Continental  Flyway  for  migratory  birds.  Some  of  the  species 
creating  a  hazard  in  this  area  include  cattle  egrets,  hawks,  kites,  quails,  and  cranes.  In  addition  to 
the  bird  species,  mammals  such  as  rabbits,  hares,  and  occasionally  coyotes  wander  onto  the 
airfield  and  can  be  strike  hazards. 

The  Altus  AFB  BirdAVildlife-Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  (BASH)  Plan  establishes  procedures  to 
minimize  this  hazard,  including  the  removal  or  control  of  bird  attractants,  as  well  as  depredation 
methods  such  as  bird  hunts  (Altus  AFB  2012a).  The  adopted  BASH  Plan  establishes 
implementation  procedures  and  actions  that  can  be  taken  to  minimize  the  potential  of  bird- 
aircraft  strikes.  Such  measures  include  eliminating  broad-leaf  weeds,  maintaining  grass  heights 
between  7  and  14  inches,  removing  perch  sites  and  brushy  or  forested  areas,  reducing  or 
eliminating  standing  water,  planting  non- seeding  grasses  or  mowing  before  seed  heads  develop, 
and  scheduling  aircraft  flying  hours  to  avoid  peak  bird  flying  times. 

The  97th  Air  Mobility  Wing  (AMW)  has  the  responsibility  to  implement  the  approved  BASH 
Plan.  The  BASH  Plan  also  establishes  the  Bird  Hazard  Working  Group,  composed  of 
representatives  of  flight  safety,  civil  engineering,  airfield  management/base  operations,  air  traffic 
control,  operations,  and  other  concerned  organizations.  For  the  period  from  Fiscal  Year  (FY) 
2009  through  FY  2012,  Altus  AFB  personnel  recorded  479  bird  strikes  in  the  airfield  and 
airspace. 

3. 1.3.2  Ground  Safety 

Altus  AFB,  the  City  of  Altus,  and  Jackson  County,  Oklahoma,  work  collaboratively  to  protect 
the  health  and  welfare  of  the  surrounding  community  while  also  protecting  the  military  mission 
and  taxpayers’  investment  in  Altus  AFB.  The  specific  noise  exposure  levels  from  aircraft 
operations  in  the  vicinity  of  Altus  AFB  and  the  boundaries  of  the  clear  zones  (CZs)  and  accident 
potential  zones  (APZs)  have  been  released  to  local  governments  for  their  use  in  planning 
documents  as  part  of  the  1999  Joint  Land  Use  Study  (JLUS).  All  of  the  CZs  for  the  runways  at 
Altus  AFB  overlie  government  property  or  open  land. 

One  building  (Building  445)  on  Altus  AFB  is  located  within  the  CZ.  The  building  is 
programmed  for  demolition  as  part  of  the  Airfield  Obstruction  Reduction  Initiative  and  a 
replacement  facility  has  been  identified.  Currently,  aircraft  parked  in  15  spots  (1-8  and  41-47) 
on  the  south  ramp  are  in  violation  of  airfield  criteria.  APZs  I  and  II  extend  off  base  to  the  north 
and  south  for  Runway  I7L/35R  and  I7R/35L  and  have  a  few  low-density  residential  structures. 

Capability  for  fire  response  is  located  on  base  and  in  the  local  communities.  The  base  fire 
department  is  party  to  mutual-aid  support  agreements  with  the  nearby  communities. 
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3.1.4  Soils  and  Water 

3. 1.4.1  Soil  Resources 

Altus  AFB  is  located  in  the  Central  Redbud  Plains  area  of  the  Central  Lowlands  physiographic 
region  and  within  the  geological  province  known  as  the  Hollis  Basin.  The  area  surrounding  the 
base  is  relatively  flat  and  gently  sloping  from  north  to  south  with  elevations  ranging  from 
1,390  to  1,330  feet  (Altus  AFB  2009a).  Soil  underlying  the  base  is  primarily  of  the  Tillman- 
Hollister  and  Miles-Nobscot  associations  (Altus  AFB  2003).  The  Tillman-Hollister  soils  are  very 
deep  and  well-drained  (USDA  2002a,  2003).  The  textures  of  the  Tillman-Hollister  soils  range 
from  clay  loam  to  clay,  with  the  Hollister  subsurface  soils  being  more  clayey  in  nature 
(Altus  AFB  2009a).  The  Miles-Nobscot  soils  are  very  deep,  well-drained,  and  moderately 
permeable;  the  Miles  soils  are  nearly  level  to  moderately  sloping,  and  the  Nobscot  soils  occur  on 
undulating  to  hilly  stream  terraces  (USDA  2002b,  2005a).  The  textures  of  the  Miles-Nobscot 
soils  range  from  sandy  to  sandy  loam  to  sandy  clay  loam,  with  the  Nobscot  soils  having  a  more 
sandy  nature,  especially  in  the  surface  soils  (Altus  AFB  2009a). 

3. 1.4.2  Water  Resources 

3. 1.4. 2.1  Surface  Water 

The  North  Fork  and  Salt  Fork  of  the  Red  River,  the  major  drainages  of  the  area,  are  located 
approximately  13  miles  east  and  5  miles  west  of  the  base,  respectively.  The  Tom  Steed  Reservoir 
is  located  approximately  15  miles  northeast  of  the  base.  Surface  water  features  on  base  include  a 
couple  of  small  impoundments,  a  sewage  lagoon  and  stormwater  catch  basin  (Altus  AFB  2009a). 
Two  watercourses  (a  tributary  to  the  Ozark  canal  and  a  surface  water  drainage)  cross  the  base 
boundary  and  extend  under  the  main  runway;  however,  both  are  contained  by  earthen  levees  and 
receive  no  surface  water  drainage  from  the  base.  Altus  AFB  is  not  located  within  and  does  not 
drain  to  any  sensitive  waters  or  watersheds  (Altus  AFB  2010a). 

A  system  of  underground  pipes  and  catchment  basins,  with  associated  drainage  structures,  collect 
stormwater  run-off  from  the  base.  Run-off  is  conveyed  by  ditches  and  streams  and  discharged 
through  one  of  four  outfalls  (001-004),  which  are  covered  under  the  Oklahoma  Pollutant 
Discharge  Elimination  System  Stormwater  Industrial  General  Permit  OKR05.  Each  outfall  has  a 
weir,  and  selected  parking  lots  have  flumes  to  aid  in  preventing  petroleum  and  oils  from 
discharging  from  the  base  (Altus  AEB  2010a).  Discharge  from  the  four  outfalls  flows  into  one  of 
two  streams.  Stinking  Creek  and  an  unnamed  tributary  of  Stinking  Creek.  These  streams  flow  in 
a  northwesterly  to  southeasterly  direction  and  join  prior  to  discharging  to  the  North  Eork  of  the 
Red  River,  approximately  13  miles  south  of  the  base.  Stinking  Creek  captures  drainage  from  the 
northern  and  eastern  portions  of  the  base,  and  the  unnamed  tributary  captures  drainage  from  the 
housing  area  and  southern  portion  of  the  base  (Altus  AEB  2010a). 

To  manage  on-base  stormwater  run-off  and  to  protect  the  quality  of  surface  water  on  base  and  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  base,  Altus  AEB  has  been  issued  a  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System  (NPDES)  general  stormwater  permit.  As  a  part  of  this  permit,  the  base  analyzes 
stormwater  samples  for  all  permit-required  parameters.  The  permit  also  requires  quarterly  visual 
monitoring,  during  which  parameters  such  as  color,  odor,  clarity/turbidity,  floating  and  settled 
solids,  suspended  solids,  foam,  and  oil  are  evaluated  (Altus  AEB  2010a).  Stormwater  discharges 
have  historically  been  in  compliance  with  permit  requirements  (Wallace  2013a). 
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3. 1.4. 2. 2  Groundwater 

There  are  no  significant  aquifers  underlying  Altus  AFB.  There  is  very  little  groundwater  found  in  the 
area;  the  limited  amount  of  groundwater  that  exists  is  non-potable  due  to  the  high  suspended  solid 
and  gypsum  content  (Altus  AFB  2009a).  Shallow  groundwater  at  the  base  ranges  from  1-10  feet  in 
depth  and  generally  flows  to  the  south- southeast  (Altus  AFB  2009b). 

3 . 1 . 4 . 2 . 3  Floodplains 

Portions  of  Altus  AFB  are  located  within  the  100-year  floodplain.  The  areas  located  within  the 
100-year  floodplain  primarily  include  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  airfield  and  the  residential 
area  located  in  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  base  (Altus  AFB  2009a). 

3.1.5  Biological  Resources 

3. 1.5.1  Vegetation 

Mixed  grass  prairie  historically  dominated  the  land  associated  with  and  surrounding  Altus  AFB 
(Altus  AFB  2009a).  Oklahoma  mixed  grass  prairie  ecosystems  are  described  in  detail  by  the 
Oklahoma  Department  of  Wildlife  Conservation  (ODWC  2005).  Most  of  the  natural  vegetative 
community  in  the  vicinity  of  the  base  was  altered  or  eliminated  by  agricultural  activities  prior  to 
construction  of  the  base.  Much  of  the  undeveloped  areas  in  this  region  continue  to  be  mixed 
grass  prairie. 

Improved  areas  of  the  base  include  developed  areas  that  have  lawns  and  landscape  plants  that 
require  maintenance  (Altus  AFB  2009a).  Hundreds  of  trees  have  been  planted  on  base  since  its 
development;  however,  there  are  very  few  native  species  of  trees  in  this  area  (Altus  AFB  2003). 
Attempts  to  establish  trees  on  base  have  been  difficult  because  of  extreme  temperatures,  lack  of 
moisture,  and  clay  soils  with  high  salt  content.  Vegetation  management  at  Altus  AFB  is  guided 
by  the  Integrated  Natural  Resource  Management  Plan  (INRMP),  the  Land  Management  and 
Grounds  Maintenance  Plan,  the  Wetlands  and  Floodplain  Management  Plan,  and  the  BASH  Plan 
(Altus  AFB  2009a). 

3. 1.5.2  Wildlife 

Information  on  wildlife  occurring  on  Altus  AFB  is  provided  in  the  INRMP  (Altus  AFB  2009a). 
Native  wildlife  documented  on  the  base  includes  a  variety  of  mammals  and  birds.  White-tailed 
deer  (Odocoileus  virginianus)  and  coyotes  (Canis  latrans)  are  the  most  common  large  mammals, 
and  the  eastern  cottontail  rabbit  (Sylvilagus  floridanus),  the  black-tailed  jackrabbit  (Lepus 
calif ornicus),  and  the  thirteen  lined  ground  squirrel  (Spermophilus  tridecemlineatus)  are  the  most 
common  small  mammals  (Altus  AFB  2004).  Although  no  amphibians  or  reptiles  have  been 
identified  on  Altus  AFB,  a  variety  are  known  to  occur  in  Jackson  County,  the  most  common  of 
which  are  the  common  garter  snake  (Thamnophis  sirtalis),  common  water  snake  (Nerodia 
sipedon),  bullfrog  (Rana  catesbeiana),  king  snake  (Lampropeltis  spp.),  and  common  snapping 
turtle  (Chelydra  serpentine). 

Altus  AFB  is  located  within  the  Mid-Continental  Flyway  (USFWS  2013a),  which  is  a  bird 
migration  corridor  generally  designated  for  waterfowl  and  managed  by  state  governments  and 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS).  Therefore,  a  large  number  of  geese  and  ducks  may 
occur  in  the  general  region  during  migration  seasons.  However,  water  habitats  are  limited  on  the 
base  (Altus  AFB  2009a). 
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3. 1.5.3  Special-Status  Species 

Although  no  special-status  species  are  known  to  occur  at  Altus  AFB,  three  federally  listed  bird 
species  have  the  potential  to  occur  in  Jackson  County,  Oklahoma  (see  Table  3-6)  (OKWC  2013; 
USFWS  2013b).  Many  birds  protected  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  occur  as  residents  or 
migrants  near  Altus  AFB.  There  is  no  critical  habitat  known  to  occur  on  base  (USFWS  2013c). 


Table  3-6,  Special-Status  Species  that  Could  Occur  at  Altus  AFB 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  at 
Altus  AFB 

Federal" 

State" 

] 

Birds 

Piping  plover 

Charadrius  melodus 

FC,  MBTA 

- 

No 

Whooping  crane 

Grus  americana 

FE,  MBTA 

- 

No 

Interior  least  tern 

Sterna  antillarum 

EE,  MBTA 

- 

No 

“  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
*  Oklahoma  Department  of  Wildlife  Conservation 

Key;  FC  -  candidate  for  Federal  listing;  FE  -  listed  as  endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act;  MBTA  -  protected  under  the  Migratory 
Bird  Treaty  Act 

Source:  Altus  AFB  2009a;  OKWC  2013;  USFWS  2013b. 


3. 1.5. 4  Wetlands 

Wetlands  are  limited  to  a  few  areas  along  Stinking  Creek,  an  unnamed  tributary,  the  Ozark 
Canal,  and  a  few  emergent  wetlands  scattered  throughout  the  base.  The  small  emergent  wetlands 
are  near  the  percolation  basins  associated  with  treatment  systems  at  adjacent  facilities  and  golf 
course  water  hazards  (Altus  AFB  1994).  Wetlands  on  Altus  AFB  make  up  less  than  1  acre  of  the 
base  (Altus  AFB  2009c). 

3.1.6  Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resources  are  historic  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  or  objects  considered 
important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or  community  for  scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  other 
purposes.  They  include  archaeological  resources,  historic  architectural/engineering  resources, 
and  traditional  resources. 

3. 1.6.1  Architectural 

All  buildings  on  Altus  AFB  have  been  evaluated  for  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(NRHP)  eligibility.  A  2003  Cold  War-era  inventory  and  assessment  (AETC  2003)  inventoried 
16  buildings  and  one  structure.  The  Oklahoma  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO) 
determined  that  none  of  the  inventoried  buildings/structures  were  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the 
NRHP.  In  2013,  the  97  AMW  completed  a  historic  property  assessment  (97  AMW  2013)  of 
13  facilities  on  the  base  to  comply  with  Section  110  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
(NHPA).  The  architectural  resources  were  evaluated  based  on  their  age  and  on  their  association 
with  the  Cold  War  (1945-1989)  mission  at  Altus  AFB.  Altus  AFB  has  determined  that 
Building  285  is  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  NRHP,  and  the  SHPO  has  concurred. 

3. 1.6.2  Archaeological 

Four  archaeological  surveys  have  been  conducted  on  Altus  AFB  since  1987,  resulting  in  the 
documentation  of  10  historic  archaeological  sites  and  two  historic  isolated  finds  (Altus  AFB  2009d; 
Baugh  1987;  DeVore  1989,  1991).  The  entire  base  has  been  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources 
(Altus  AFB  2009d).  There  are  no  NRHP-eligible  archaeological  resources  on  the  base. 
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3. 1.6. 3  Traditional 

Altus  AFB  has  identified  10  tribes  typically  consulted  with  as  part  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  Section  106  processes.  These  tribes  are  listed  in  Table  A-1  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  A,  Section  A.3.  There  are  no  known  tribal  sacred  sites  or  properties  of  traditional 
religious  and  cultural  importance  in  the  vicinity  of  Altus  APB. 

3.1.7  Land  Use 

Altus  APB  is  located  in  a  rural  area  of  Jackson  County,  Oklahoma,  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the 
City  of  Altus.  The  City  of  Altus  is  a  community  of  about  20,000  residents.  Eand  use  surrounding 
Altus  APB  is  predominantly  agricultural. 

3. 1.7.1  Base 

Altus  APB  recently  updated  its  General  Plan  (GP),  which  includes  a  description  of  the  physical 
development  on  the  base,  with  the  layout  of  functional  areas  and  land  uses.  The  east  side  of  the 
base  is  dedicated  to  the  airfield  (centered  around  two  parallel  runways  and  an  assault  landing 
zone  on  a  north-south  alignment).  Industrial  functions,  recreational  areas,  open  space,  and 
housing  areas  occupy  much  of  the  remainder  of  the  base  on  the  west  side  of  the  airfield,  with  the 
family  housing  located  closest  to  the  City  of  Altus. 

Access  to  the  base  is  through  three  gates.  Both  the  Main  Gate  and  the  North  Gate  into  the 
housing  area  are  accessed  directly  from  the  east  side  of  the  City  of  Altus  along  Palcon  Road  and 
East  Tamarack  Road,  respectively.  The  Southern  Gate  serves  limited  access  into  industrial  areas 
with  a  short  access  road  from  U.S.  Highway  62. 

The  base  provides  recreational  amenities  for  base  personnel  and  family  members.  Outdoor 
recreational  areas  are  located  on  the  northwest  side  of  the  main  cantonment  area  and  on  the 
southern  side  of  the  housing  area.  Available  opportunities  include  two  parks,  playgrounds,  picnic 
areas,  family  camp,  two  swimming  pools,  and  an  18-hole  golf  course  (Altus  APB  2003). 

3. 1.7.2  Surrounding  Areas 

As  shown  on  Pigure  3-1,  the  land  surrounding  Altus  APB  to  the  south,  east,  and  north  is 
primarily  agricultural  with  a  few  commercial  and  industrial  sites  and  isolated  home  sites. 
Residential  properties  are  located  in  the  vicinity  of  U.S.  Highway  62  and  N2100  Road,  and  to  the 
north  of  the  airfield  between  the  base  boundary  and  El 580  Road  to  the  north,  N2090  Road  to  the 
east,  and  N2070  Road  to  the  west. 

Compatibility  planning  has  been  on  the  forefront  of  planning  for  the  area  around  Altus  APB  for 
over  a  decade.  The  USAP  provides  land  use  recommendations  to  local  jurisdiction  through  the 
AICUZ  program.  The  DoD  AICUZ  program  recommends  compatible  land  uses  based  on  predicted 
noise  exposure  in  areas  surrounding  an  airfield.  The  USAP  has  adopted  the  recommendations  used 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  the  Pederal  Aviation  Administration 
(PAA),  and  the  USEPA  as  a  common  standard  for  assessing  noise  levels  and  compatibility  with 
land  uses.  The  DoD  AICUZ  program  also  assesses  accident  potential  and  outlines  compatible  uses 
based  on  safety  factors  for  areas  nearest  to  the  runway  ends. 

Altus  APB  prepared  an  AICUZ  study  in  1999,  which  included  both  C-5  and  C-141  operations. 
The  last  C-5  left  Altus  APB  in  2007,  and  an  AICUZ  update  was  completed  in  2010.  The  noise 
contour  envelope  (defined  by  the  area  exposed  to  65  dB  DNP  and  above)  in  the  original  AICUZ 
study  was  larger  than  the  current  noise  contour  envelope  created  by  C-17  and  KC-135  operations 
(Altus  APB  2009c). 
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The  estimated  current  off-base  area  affected  by  noise  levels  of  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  is 
4,574  acres  (see  Section  3. 1.1.1).  Residential  properties  currently  affected  by  incompatible  noise 
levels  above  65  dB  DNL  are  located  in  the  vicinity  of  U.S.  Highway  62  and  N2100  Road,  and  to 
the  north  of  the  airfield.  The  residential  density  in  these  areas  is  low  (averaging  less  than  one 
dwelling  per  acre).  Also,  a  few  commercial  structures  were  identified  in  the  original  AICUZ 
study  within  the  APZs.  The  base  has  acquired  avigation  easements  and  waivers  for  several 
properties  around  the  airfield  to  limit  potential  future  development  and  incompatible 
development  by  other  parties. 

A  JLUS  was  completed  in  1999  to  provide  further  assistance  with  defining  appropriate  strategies 
for  community  planning  around  the  base.  The  JLUS  identified  low-density  residential  development 
in  the  northern  APZ II  and  the  southern  APZ  I  as  incompatible.  This  effort  was  bolstered  when  the 
State  of  Oklahoma  passed  legislation  governing  how  localities  adopt  zoning  and  subdivision 
regulations  that  would  protect  military  facilities  from  encroachment.  Since  then,  the  city’s  planning 
commission  and  the  Jackson  County  zoning  board  have  joined  the  Metropolitan  Area  Planning 
Council  in  regulating  land  use,  structure  height,  and  development  density  around  the  airfield 
(Altus  AFB  2009c).  In  2005,  the  City  of  Altus  adopted  a  Comprehensive  Plan  that  is  the  basis  for 
land  use  controls  in  the  city’s  Unified  Development  Code.  Under  the  Unified  Development  Code, 
proposals  are  assessed  with  respect  to  noise  compatibility,  accident  potential  (safety),  and  height  of 
structures  (that  could  obstruct  air  navigation)  for  an  area  within  3  miles  of  the  city  limits.  In  2004, 
Jackson  County  Ordinance  2004-01  adopted  the  1999  JLUS  (Alternative  1)  as  the  basis  for 
compatible  use  zoning  for  areas  surrounding  Altus  AFB.  These  zones  limit  density  in  areas 
exposed  to  noise  levels  of  65  dB  DNL  and  greater,  and  recommend  sound  attenuation  construction 
for  new  buildings.  The  ordinance  also  provided  for  nonconforming  uses  to  continue  without 
alteration  (Altus  AFB  2009c). 

3. 1.7. 3  Auxiliary  Airfields 

As  part  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  training  requirements,  instructors  and  student  pilots  would  continue 
to  utilize  the  same  four  auxiliary  airfields  currently  used  by  the  KC-135,  as  described  in 
Section  2. 4. 1.2.4.  No  construction  or  other  ground  disturbance  is  proposed  at  these  locations,  and 
noise  is  not  projected  to  substantially  increase  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  operations.  As 
described  in  Section  4. 1.7. 1.3,  based  on  preliminary  screening  of  current  and  proposed 
operations  at  these  airfields,  only  Clinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  (CSM)  is  carried  forward 
for  evaluation  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB. 

Aircrews  from  Altus  AFB  have  historically  used  CSM  as  an  auxiliary  airfield  to  perform  pattern 
work  on  a  regular  basis.  In  2011,  a  letter  of  agreement  between  Altus  AFB  and  the  Oklahoma 
Spaceport  allowed  for  the  continued  use  of  specific  facilities  at  CSM,  specifically  a  fire  station 
with  a  small  cadre  of  personnel  (OSIDA  2011).  Current  airfield  operations  at  CSM  are  described  in 
Section  2.4. 1.2.4.  The  small  community  of  Bums  Flat  is  adjacent  to  CSM.  The  surrounding  land, 
within  Washita  County,  is  mral  and  sparsely  populated  and  is  predominantly  used  for  agriculture. 

3.1.8  Infrastructure 

3. 1.8.1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  is  provided  to  Altus  AFB  by  the  City  of  Altus.  The  Tom  Steed  Reservoir  is  the 
primary  water  source  for  the  City  of  Altus,  with  the  Altus  Reservoir  as  an  emergency  water  source. 
Both  groundwater  and  the  Quartz  Mountain  Reservoir  act  as  additional  supply  sources  to  the  base. 
Water  supply  and  capacity  are  reported  to  be  sufficient  to  meet  current  mission  requirements.  The 
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City  of  Altus  has  a  contract  with  Altus  AFB  to  provide  a  maximum  of  1 .03  million  gallons  per  day 
(MOD)  of  potable  water.  The  Altus  AFB  water  system  has  the  capacity  to  accommodate  2  MOD. 
The  average  water  use  for  2012  at  Altus  AFB  was  0.3  MOD  (USAF  2013a).  This  is  approximately 
30  percent  of  the  provider’s  contracted  available  water  supply.  Peak  water  use  at  Altus  AFB  occurs 
during  the  summer  months;  in  summer  2012,  water  demand  increased  to  0.52  MOD,  or  51  percent 
of  the  contracted  water  supply.  The  water  distribution  system  is  in  fair  condition  and  is  still  mission 
capable,  but  will  require  moderate  repair,  upgrade,  or  new  system  components  to  maintain  future 
sustainment  (Altus  AFB  2003). 

3. 1.8. 2  Wastewater 

The  sanitary  sewer  system  at  Altus  AFB  consists  of  a  collection  system  only.  All  wastewater  is 
discharged  to  the  City  of  Altus  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  (WWTP)  under  the  City  of  Altus 
Industrial  Pretreatment  Wastewater  Discharge  Permit.  The  City  of  Altus  WWTP  has  a  daily 
treatment  capacity  of  4  MOD.  WWTP  capacity  and  discharge  amounts  are  reported  to  be  sufficient. 

The  Altus  AFB  average  wastewater  discharge  in  2012  was  approximately  0.15  MOD,  or 
4  percent  of  the  city’s  daily  treatment  capacity  (USAF  2013a).  The  reported  peak  wastewater 
discharge  in  2012  was  0.23  MOD,  or  6  percent  of  the  capacity.  The  wastes  generated  at  the 
industrial  facilities  on  base  are  of  the  type  that  can  be  discharged  into  the  sanitary  sewer  system. 
Most  of  the  sanitary  sewer  system  at  Altus  AFB  is  over  45  years  old  and  constructed  of  vitrified 
clay  pipe  or  concrete.  Of  the  sanitary  sewer  lines  field  surveyed  in  2004  and  2007,  approximately 
85  percent  were  found  to  have  structural  defects;  70  percent  (by  length)  have  shallow  sags; 
approximately  35  percent  have  moderate  to  severe  sags;  and  7  percent  have  significant  debris 
and  obstructions  (USAF  2011a).  About  3,000  linear  feet  of  the  system  have  been  upgraded  to 
polyvinyl  chloride  (PVC).  The  base  has  completed  additional  improvements  to  the  wastewater 
infrastructure  over  the  past  decade  to  improve  performance  of  the  system. 

3. 1.8. 3  Stormwater  System 

There  are  approximately  741  acres  of  impervious  cover  on  Altus  AFB  (Altus  AFB  2009c).  Base 
stormwater  drainage  infrastructure  consists  of  a  network  of  drainage  pipes  feeding  into  open 
earthen  ditches.  With  the  exception  of  flood-prone  areas  in  the  northeast  and  southwest  corners 
of  the  base,  the  stormwater  system  is  reported  to  perform  adequately  (Altus  AFB  2009c). 
Altus  AFB  currently  maintains  a  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP)  permit  with 
the  ODEQ.  This  SWPPP  permit  also  incorporates  requirements  of  the  base  NPDES  permit,  as 
described  in  Section  3. 1.4. 2.1.  The  permit  does  not,  however,  authorize  stormwater  discharges 
associated  with  construction  activities.  A  separate  Notice  of  Intent  and  SWPPP  must  be  filed 
with  ODEQ  for  all  new  construction  activities  that  disturb  1  or  more  acre. 

3. 1.8.4  Electrical  System 

Western  Earmers  Electric  Cooperative  supplies  and  regulates  electrical  service  to  Altus  AEB 
from  a  69-kilovolt  transmission  line  that  enters  the  base  on  the  south  side.  Capacity,  supply  and 
system  capability  are  reported  to  be  sufficient  for  current  mission  requirements.  The  electricity 
provider  has  the  capacity  to  provide  1,054  megawatt  hours  (MWH)  per  day  (Altus  AEB  2009c). 
The  average  electric  use  in  2012  was  125  MWH  per  day  (USAE  2013a).  Peak  electric  demand 
occurs  during  the  summer  months  and  averaged  153  MWH  per  day  in  the  summer  of  2012. 
Altus  APB  has  utilized  approximately  12  percent  of  the  electricity  provider’s  average  daily 
generation  capacity  and  15  percent  during  peak  periods. 
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3. 1.8. 5  Natural  Gas  System 

Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  CenterPoint  Energy.  Capacity  and  supply  are  reported  to  be  sufficient 
for  current  mission  requirements.  The  base  natural  gas  system  has  a  design  capacity  to  provide 
3,216  thousand  cubic  feet  (Mcf)  per  day  (Altus  AFB  2009c).  The  average  natural  gas  use  in  2012 
at  Altus  AFB  was  287  Mcf  per  day  (USAF  2013a).  Peak  natural  gas  use  at  Altus  AFB  occurred 
during  the  winter  months  in  2012,  when  daily  use  increased  to  736  Mcf.  Altus  AFB  used 
approximately  9  percent  of  the  provider’s  average  daily  capacity  and  23  percent  at  peak  use.  The 
distribution  system,  including  distribution  lines,  mains,  and  service  lines,  is  considered  to  be  in 
good  to  fair  condition  and  may  require  future  upgrades  and  system  components  for  future 
sustainment.  The  main  lines  within  the  Capehart  and  Great  Plains  Family  Housing  areas  are 
considered  to  be  in  excellent  condition  (Altus  AFB  2009c). 

3. 1.8. 6  Solid  Waste  Management 

All  municipal  solid  waste  and  construction  and  demolition  (C&D)  waste  generated  at  Altus  AFB 
is  collected  and  transported  off  base  by  a  local  qualified  contractor.  This  waste  is  currently 
disposed  of  at  the  City  of  Altus  Fandfill.  With  a  disposal  area  of  approximately  420  acres,  the 
landfill  accepts  approximately  36,104  tons  of  solid  waste  annually,  including  C&D  waste 
(Altus  AFB  2009c).  The  total  capacity  of  the  landfill  is  approximately  2  million  tons.  As  of 
2007,  the  landfill  has  utilized  25  acres  of  the  420  acres  of  available  land.  Altus  AFB  disposed  of 
approximately  594  tons  of  solid  waste  in  the  City  of  Altus  Fandfill  in  2008,  representing 
approximately  2  percent  of  the  overall  solid  waste  handled  by  the  landfill  (Altus  AFB  2009c). 
Altus  AFB  also  has  a  very  active  recycling  program.  Between  2011  and  2012,  approximately 
620  tons  of  goods  and  materials  were  recycled  (Altus  Recycling  Center  Fiscal  Year  11,  12). 

3. 1.8. 7  Transportation 

Regional  access  to  Altus  AFB  is  provided  from  the  north  and  south  by  U.S.  Highway  283 
(U.S.  283)  and  from  the  east  and  west  by  U.S.  62.  The  nearest  interstate  highways  are 
Interstate  40  (T40),  which  extends  east- west,  approximately  55  miles  to  the  north,  and  1-44, 
which  extends  north-south,  approximately  55  miles  to  the  east.  Figure  2-2  displays  the  primary 
routes  and  regional  transportation  network  in  the  vicinity  of  Altus  AFB.  U.S.  283  is  a  two-lane 
highway  that  crosses  the  Oklahoma-Texas  border  in  Jackson  County  at  the  Red  River. 

Access  to  Altus  AFB  is  provided  by  Falcon  Road,  which  accesses  the  Main  Gate  from  the  west, 
and  by  Challenger  Road,  via  U.S.  62,  which  provides  access  to  the  South  Gate.  In  2011, 
Falcon  Road  had  an  average  daily  traffic  count  of  9,338  vehicles,  and  U.S.  62  just  east  of 
Challenger  Road  had  an  average  daily  traffic  count  of  5,900  vehicles  (OK  DOT  2012a). 
Veterans  Drive  from  Tamarack  Road  and  North  Veterans  Drive  from  U.S.  62  are  major  arterials 
to  Falcon  Road  and  the  Main  Gate. 

The  Stillwater  Center  Railroad  connects  to  the  base,  but  Altus  AFB  does  not  currently  employ  an 
active  rail  connection  as  part  of  the  DoD’s  Strategic  Rail  Corridor  Network  (STRACNET). 
Altus  AFB  could  reconnect  to  the  STRACNET  should  the  need  occur  (OK  DOT  2012b).  The 
nearest  passenger  rail  line  to  Altus  AFB  is  an  Amtrak  station  in  Purcell,  approximately  130  miles 
to  the  east.  The  nearest  passenger  bus  stations  are  a  Greyhound  stop  in  Fawton,  approximately 
56  miles  to  the  east,  and  Elk  City,  approximately  57  miles  to  the  north.  Southwest  Transit 
provides  public  transportation  on  a  demand  response  basis,  with  local  routes  in  Altus  (including 
a  stop  on  Altus  AFB)  and  regional  service  to  Fawton,  Elk  City,  Mangum,  Hollis,  Granite,  and 
Eldorado  (OK  DOT  2013).  Commercial  airline  service  is  available  at  the  Fawton-Ft.  Sill 
Regional  Airport,  approximately  60  miles  east  of  Altus  AFB,  with  service  to  Dallas-Fort  Worth. 
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The  Will  Rogers  World  Airport  in  Oklahoma  City,  with  five  major  airlines,  is  approximately 
130  miles  northeast  of  Altus  AFB. 

3.1. 8.7.1  Gate  Access 

Access  to  Altus  AFB  is  controlled  through  three  gates.  The  Main  Gate  is  located  on  the  west  side 
of  the  base  at  the  end  of  Falcon  Road  and  is  used  by  base  personnel  and  visitors.  The  Main  Gate 
is  open  24  hours  a  day,  seven  days  a  week  and  has  two  inbound  and  two  outbound  lanes,  each 
reduced  to  one  by  a  chicane.  The  peak  period  occurs  during  the  morning  (6:30  A.M.  to 
7:30  A.M.),  and  traffic  often  backs  up  to  the  signal  at  Veterans  Drive  and  Falcon  Road.  The 
Jasmine  Gate  (North  Gate)  is  located  on  North  Veterans  Drive  south  of  the  intersection  with  East 
Tamarack  Road  and  serves  the  family  housing  area.  The  Jasmine  Gate  is  open  Monday  through 
Friday.  Queuing  is  minimal,  and  the  morning  peak  hour  inbound  traffic  count  is  the  lowest  of  the 
three  gates.  The  South  Gate  is  located  next  to  the  industrial  and  fuel  storage  areas  and  is 
accessible  from  U.S.  62  and  Challenger  Boulevard  (Altus  AFB  2010b).  The  South  Gate  is  used 
infrequently  primarily  by  fuel  supply  trucks  and  trucks  carrying  explosives  (Altus  AFB  2003). 

3 . 1 . 8 .7 . 2  On-B  ase  Traffic  Circulation 

There  are  no  on-base  traffic  circulation  issues,  and  the  road  network  is  sufficient  to  accommodate  the 
existing  missions.  Primary  roads  within  Altus  AFB  include  Falcon  Road,  First  Street,  Ordnance 
Road,  Sixth  Street,  Seventh  Street,  Alert  Access  Road,  Fir  Avenue,  Birch  Drive,  West  River  Drive, 
and  Great  Plains  Avenue.  Secondary  roads  include  L  Avenue,  Fifth  Street,  E  Avenue,  E  Avenue, 
B  Avenue,  Sixth  Street,  Dogwood  Avenue,  and  East  River  Drive  (Altus  AEB  2003). 

Recommendations  for  improvement  include  reconfiguring  intersections  to  allow  for  a  safer  and 
more  efficient  traffic  flow  throughout  the  base,  as  well  as  identifying  street  hierarchy  through  the 
use  of  landscaping,  paving  and  curbing  details,  widening  or  lighting,  and  signage  fixtures. 

3.1.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3. 1.9.1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  used  by  USAE  and  contractor  personnel  at  Altus  AEB  are  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (HMMP)  and  controlled  through  a 
USAE  Pollution  Prevention  (P2)  process  called  Hazardous  Materials  Pharmacy  (HAZMART) 
(Altus  APB  2007).  The  HMMP  serves  as  the  governing  policy  for  how  base  maintenance  shops 
acquire,  track,  and  dispose  of  hazardous  materials,  along  with  preventing,  preparing  for,  and 
responding  to  the  potential  small-scale  release  of  hazardous  materials. 

As  part  of  the  overall  P2  program  at  Altus  APB,  the  HAZMART  provides  centralized 
management  of  hazardous  materials  and  turn-in,  recovery,  reuse,  or  recycling  of  hazardous 
materials  (Altus  APB  2012b).  The  purpose  of  the  P2  program  is  to  minimize  the  use  of 
hazardous  and  toxic  substances  and  the  generation  of  wastes  through  source  reduction  and 
environmentally  sound  recycling.  The  HAZMART  process  includes  review  and  approval  of 
hazardous  material  use  by  USAE  personnel  to  ensure  users  are  aware  of  exposure  and  safety 
risks  and  to  identify  potential  green  alternatives.  Pollution  prevention  measures  minimize 
chemical  exposure  to  employees,  reduce  potential  environmental  impacts,  and  reduce  costs  for 
material  purchasing  and  waste  disposal. 

3. 1 .9. 1 . 1  Aboveground  and  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

Bulk  JP-8  fuel  is  stored  in  eight  aboveground  storage  tanks  (ASTs)  at  five  fuel  stand  areas  at 
Altus  APB.  The  bulk  storage  capacity  of  the  eight  ASTs  is  3,562,910  gallons.  Puel  consumption 
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over  the  past  3  years  has  been  43,695,660  gallons  in  2010;  44,061,677  gallons  in  2011;  and 
42,518,874  gallons  in  2012  (Mackey  2013).  There  are  no  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  on 
Altus  AFB  (Staton  2013).  There  are  two  Type  III  hydrant  systems  rated  at  2,400  gallons  per 
minute  (GPM)  each.  The  “South  Ramp”  hydrant  system  services  14  parking  spots  dedicated  to 
C-17s,  which  can  be  reconfigured  for  another  6  spots.  The  “North  Ramp”  hydrant  system 
services  18  parking  spots  dedicated  to  KC-135s. 

3. 1.9. 1.2  Toxic  Substances 

Toxic  substances,  as  regulated  under  the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  (TSCA),  include 
asbestos,  lead,  and  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs).  For  the  purposes  of  this  Final  EIS,  these 
are  evaluated  in  their  common  forms  found  in  buildings  as  asbestos-containing  materials 
(ACMs),  as  lead-based  paint  (EBP),  and  in  transformers  or  other  mechanical  devices  as  PCBs. 

The  Asbestos  Management  Plan  provides  guidance  for  the  identification  of  ACMs  and  the 
management  of  asbestos  (Altus  APB  2010c).  An  asbestos  facility  register  is  maintained  by  the 
Civil  Engineering  (CE)  squadron.  The  design  of  building  alteration  projects  and  requests  for  self- 
help  projects  are  reviewed  to  determine  if  ACMs  are  present  in  the  proposed  work  area.  Por  any 
project  on  base,  ACM  wastes  are  removed  by  the  contractor  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with 
state  and  Pederal  regulations  at  a  permitted  off-base  landfill. 

The  EBP  Management  Plan  provides  guidance  for  the  identification  and  management  of  lead- 
containing  materials  (Altus  APB  2011a).  An  EBP  facility  register  is  maintained  by  CE.  The 
design  of  building  alteration  projects  and  requests  for  self-help  projects  are  reviewed  to 
determine  if  lead-containing  materials  are  present  in  the  proposed  work  area.  Por  any  project  on 
base,  EBP  wastes  are  removed  by  the  contractor  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  state  and 
Pederal  regulations  at  a  permitted  off-base  landfill. 

Electrical  transformers  at  Altus  APB  reportedly  do  not  contain  PCBs  (Wallace  2013b). 

3. 1.9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

Altus  APB  is  classified  as  a  large-quantity  generator  (EQG)  (Altus  APB  2007).  Aircraft 
maintenance  activities  account  for  approximately  90  percent  of  all  wastes  generated 
(Altus  APB  2010a).  Maintenance-generated  waste  include  solvents,  paint,  paint  thinners  and 
strippers,  wastewater  contaminated  with  solvents  and  heavy  metals,  and  waste  oils.  Hazardous 
wastes  generated  during  operations  activities  include  cleaners,  paint  wastes,  hydraulic  fluids, 
lubricants,  aerosols,  and  sealants/adhesives. 

Hazardous  wastes  are  managed  in  accordance  with  the  Hazardous  Waste/Recovery  Waste 
Management  Plan  (Altus  APB  2007).  In  2012,  17,420  pounds  of  hazardous  wastes  were  removed 
from  Altus  APB  and  disposed  of  in  off-base  permitted  disposal  facilities  (Paney  2013). 

Altus  APB  manages  spills  and  releases  through  the  implementation  of  its  Integrated  Contingency 
Plan  (ICP),  which  fills  the  requirement  for  a  Pacility  Response  Plan  (PRP),  Spill  Prevention 
Control  and  Countermeasures  (SPCC)  Plan,  and  Hazardous  Materials  Spill  Prevention  and 
Response  Plan.  The  ICP  addresses  on-base  storage  locations  and  proper  handling  procedures  of 
all  hazardous  materials  (including  IP- 8  used  by  the  aircraft)  to  minimize  potential  spills  and 
releases  (Altus  APB  2012c).  The  ICP  further  outlines  activities  to  be  undertaken  to  minimize  the 
adverse  effects  of  a  spill,  including  notification,  containment,  decontamination,  and  cleanup  of 
spilled  materials. 
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3. 1.9.3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

The  DoD  developed  the  Environmental  Restoration  Program  (ERP)  to  identify,  investigate,  and 
remediate  potentially  hazardous  material  disposal  sites  on  DoD  property.  Altus  APB  has 
identified  24  ERP  sites  (Altus  APB  2013).  However,  13  of  the  24  sites  have  received  No  Purther 
Remedial  Action  Planned  status,  leaving  11  active  ERP  sites.  There  are  four  Ground  Water 
Monitoring  Units  (GWMUs)  at  Altus  APB.  The  GWMUs  are  separate  contaminant  plumes,  with 
each  GWMU  underlying  one  or  more  of  the  ERP  sites. 

3.1.10  Socioeconomics 

Socioeconomics  refers  to  features  or  characteristics  of  the  social  and  economic  environment.  The 
main  concern  for  socioeconomic  resources  is  the  change  in  personnel  at  Altus  APB  associated  with 
the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  that  could  potentially  impact  population,  employment,  earnings, 
housing,  education,  and  public  services.  Jackson  County,  Oklahoma,  is  the  ROI  for  this  analysis. 

3.1.10.1  Baseline  Conditions 

3.1.10.1.1  Population 

In  2010,  the  population  of  Jackson  County  totaled  26,446  persons  (U.S.  Census  2010a).  Between 
2000  and  2010,  the  ROI  population  decreased  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  0.7  percent,  with  a 
total  decrease  of  approximately  1,993  persons  (U.S.  Census  2000a,  2010a).  The  City  of  Altus, 
the  most  populated  city  in  Jackson  County  and  the  county  seat,  experienced  an  annual 
0.8  percent  decline  over  the  10-year  period  (U.S.  Census  2000b,  2010b).  The  population  in 
Oklahoma  totaled  3,751,351  persons  in  2010,  and  increased  at  an  average  annual  growth  rate  of 
0.8  percent  between  2000  and  2010  (U.S.  Census  2000c,  2010c)  (see  Table  3-7). 


Table  3-7.  Population  for  the  City  of  Altus,  Jackson  County,  and  Oklahoma 


Location 

2000 

2010 

Annual  Percent  Change 
(2000-2010) 

City  of  Altus 

21,447 

19,813 

-0.8% 

Jackson  County 

28,439 

26,446 

-0.7% 

Oklahoma 

3,450,654 

3,751,351 

0.8% 

Source:  U.S.  Census  2000a,  2000b,  2000c,  2010a,  2010b,  2010c. 


As  shown  in  Table  2-4  and  Table  2-7,  Altus  APB  had  a  total  work  force  of  3,891.  This  includes 
1,379  full-time  military  personnel,  362  students,  1,243  DoD  civilians,  and  907  other  base 
personnel.  In  addition,  there  are  1,051  military  dependents  and  family  members  associated  with 
the  full-time  military  personnel.  Approximately  19  part-time  Reservists  are  also  located  at 
Altus  APB,  but  because  they  are  not  considered  full-time,  they  were  not  considered  part  of  the 
work  force  for  this  analysis  (Altus  APB  201  lb). 

3. 1 . 10. 1 .2  Economic  Activity  (Employment  and  Earnings) 

In  2011,  the  most  recent  data  available,  employment  in  Jackson  County  totaled  14,622  jobs 
(BEA  2012).  The  largest  employment  sectors  in  Jackson  County  were  government 
(37.7  percent),  followed  by  retail  trade  (11  percent)  and  accommodation  and  food  services 
(8.4  percent)  (BEA  2012).  Construction  accounted  for  3  percent  of  total  employment  in  the 
county.  In  2012,  the  unemployment  rate  in  Jackson  County  was  4.7  percent  (BPS  2013a).  The 
county  unemployment  rate  was  lower  than  the  state  (5.2  percent)  and  the  Nation  (8.1  percent) 
(BPS  2013b).  As  of  April  2013,  the  monthly  unemployment  rate  (not  seasonally  adjusted)  for 
Jackson  County  was  estimated  at  4.4  percent  (BPS  2013c). 
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Altus  AFB  is  an  important  contributor  to  the  Jackson  County  economy  through  employment  of 
military  and  civilian  personnel  and  expenditures  for  goods  and  services.  The  total  economic 
impact  of  the  base  on  the  surrounding  communities  between  October  2011  and  September  2012 
was  $350,567,997  (Altus  AFB  2012d).  The  payroll  for  military,  DoD  civilians,  and  other  base 
personnel  was  $205,610,457.  An  estimated  $68,875,325  worth  of  military  construction 
(MILCON)  also  occurred  on  base  in  2012  (Altus  AFB  201 2d). 

3.1.10.1.3  Housing 

Table  3-8  presents  census-derived  housing  data  for  the  City  of  Altus  and  Jackson  County. 
In  2010,  Jackson  County  had  12,077  total  housing  units,  of  which  15  percent  (1,830  units)  were 
vacant  (U.S.  Census  2010a).  The  majority  of  available  housing  was  located  in  the  City  of  Altus 
with  8,890  housing  units,  of  which  14  percent  of  the  units  (1,263)  were  vacant  at  the  time  of  the 
2010  Census  (U.S.  Census  2010b).  Of  the  vacant  housing  units  in  the  city  and  county, 
approximately  one-third  were  available  for  rent. 


Table  3-8,  Housing  Data  for  the  City  of  Altus  and  Jackson  County 


Location 

Housing  Units 

Occupied 

Vacant 

For  Rent 

City  of  Altus 

8,890 

7,627 

1,263 

493 

Jackson  County 

12,077 

10,247 

1,830 

573 

Source:  U.S.  Census  2010a,  2010b,  2010c. 


There  are  three  housing  options  available  at  Altus  AFB:  privatized  housing,  unaccompanied 
housing,  and  housing  in  the  local  community.  Military  family  housing  at  Altus  AFB  is  privatized 
and  owned  by  Balfour  Beatty  Communities.  There  are  five  neighborhoods  with  a  total  of 
530  single-family  homes,  of  which  517  are  occupied,  for  an  occupancy  rate  of  97.5  percent 
(Karibian  2013). 

Dormitories  and  Visiting  Quarters  are  available  at  Altus  AFB.  There  are  currently  58  dormitory 
rooms  (116  beds)  located  in  Buildings  81  and  83  on  loan  from  Lodging  for  non-prior  service 
students  (USAF  2013b).  There  are  also  two  dormitory  buildings  for  permanent-party 
unaccompanied  Airmen,  located  in  Dorm  B-331  and  Dorm  B-333,  with  a  total  of  204  rooms. 
Dorm  B-333  is  currently  undergoing  renovations;  therefore,  permanent-party  unaccompanied 
Airmen  are  temporarily  housed  in  Dorm  B-213  (USAF  2013i).  All  non-prior  service  students 
will  be  housed  in  Dorm  B-213,  which  has  96  rooms  (192  beds).  After  renovation  of  Dorm  B-333 
has  been  completed,  permanent-party  students  will  relocate  from  Dorm  B-213  to  Dorm  B-333. 
The  Visiting  Quarters  lodging  requirement  is  220  rooms.  Currently,  176  personnel  are  assigned 
to  rooms  on  base  and  44  personnel  are  residing  off  base  (USAF  2013b).  A  MILCON  project  to 
construct  a  new  120-room  facility  is  programmed  for  FY  2017  according  to  the  base’s  Dormitory 
Master  Plan. 

3.1.10.1.4  Education 

There  are  six  school  districts  in  Jackson  County,  which  include  ten  elementary  schools, 
two  junior  high  schools,  six  high  schools,  and  one  intermediate  school.  The  Altus  School  District 
has  five  elementary  schools,  an  intermediate  school,  a  junior  high  school,  and  a  learning  center 
(Altus  Public  Schools  2012).  The  total  enrollment  in  Altus  Schools  during  the  2011-2012  school 
year  was  approximately  3,851  students,  with  a  student-to-teacher  ratio  of  12.7:1  (Altus  Public 
Schools  2013).  The  student-to-teacher  ratio  is  below  the  Oklahoma  State  Department  of 
Education’s  guidelines,  which  state  grades  kindergarten  through  sixth  grade  should  not  be 
assigned  to  a  teacher  or  class  with  more  than  20  students  (Oklahoma  State  DOE  2013).  Middle 
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school  teachers  are  limited  to  instruction  of  no  more  than  140  students  on  any  6 -hour  school  day 
(Oklahoma  State  DOE  2013). 

There  is  one  elementary  school  and  a  youth  center  on  Altus  AFB.  The  L.  Mendel  Rivers 
Elementary  School  is  for  children  in  pre-kindergarten  through  fourth  grade  and  is  part  of  the 
Altus  School  District. 

3.1.10.1.5  Public  Services 

Public  services  in  Jackson  County  include  law  enforcement,  fire  protection,  emergency  medical 
services,  and  medical  services.  The  Jackson  County  Sheriffs  Office  is  responsible  for 
coordinating  law  enforcement  activities  within  the  unincorporated  areas  of  the  county.  Jackson 
County  hosts  an  enhanced  911  dispatch  center  (City  of  Altus  2013).  The  Altus  Fire/Rescue 
Department  is  a  professional  fire-rescue  service  in  the  City  of  Altus  and  provides  service 
throughout  Jackson  County  with  mutual-aid  agreements  with  Altus  AFB  and  the  surrounding 
rural  volunteer  and  small  community  departments  (City  of  Altus  2013).  The  Altus  Fire/Rescue 
Department  is  spread  over  two  fire  stations  located  in  Altus.  Jackson  County  Memorial  Hospital 
in  Altus,  Oklahoma,  is  a  licensed  99-bed  facility  in  southwest  Oklahoma.  The  hospital  is  located 
approximately  4  miles  from  Altus  AFB. 

3.1.10.1.6  Base  Services 

The  97th  Medical  Group  ensures  maximum  wartime  readiness  and  combat  capability  by 
promoting  the  health,  safety,  and  morale  of  active-duty  personnel.  The  medical  staff  trains, 
mobilizes,  and  provides  medical  services  in  support  of  contingency  operations  worldwide.  The 
97th  Medical  Group  maintains  environmental  safety  and  delivers  public  health  services  and 
provides  family  practice,  flight  medicine,  obstetrics,  behavioral  health,  pediatric,  dental,  and 
optometry  clinics  on  base. 

Other  base  services  include  a  child  development  center  (CDC),  a  dining  facility,  a  fitness  center, 
and  Visiting  Quarters.  The  CDC  has  a  capacity  of  215  children  and  is  currently  operating  at 
approximately  45  percent  capacity  (USAF  2013b).  The  dining  facility  has  a  total  seating  capacity 
of  297.  The  facility  is  capable  of  serving  180  personnel  three  times  every  half-hour  during  the 
lunch  meal.  The  existing  base  population  utilizes  20  percent  of  the  facility’s  serving  capacity. 
The  fitness  center  is  currently  undersized  by  more  than  20,000  square  feet  for  the  existing  base 
population  (USAF  2013b). 

3.1.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Concern  that  certain  disadvantaged  communities  may  bear  a  disproportionate  share  of  adverse 
health  and  environmental  effects  compared  to  the  general  population  led  to  the  enactment  in 
1994  of  Executive  Order  (EO)  12898,  Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in 
Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations.  This  EO  directs  Federal  agencies  to  address 
disproportionate  environmental  and  human  health  effects  in  minority  and  low-income 
communities,  and  Title  32  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR),  Part  989,  Environmental 
Impact  Analysis  Process,  addresses  the  need  for  consideration  of  environmental  justice  issues  in 
compliance  with  NEPA.  EO  12898  applies  to  Federal  agencies  that  conduct  activities  that  could 
substantially  affect  human  health  or  the  environment.  The  evaluation  of  environmental  justice  is 
designed  as  follows: 
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•  To  focus  attention  of  Federal  agencies  on  the  human  health  and  environmental  conditions 
in  minority  communities  and  low-income  communities  with  the  goal  of  achieving 
environmental  justice 

•  To  foster  non-discrimination  in  Federal  programs  that  may  substantially  affect  human 
health  or  the  environment 

•  To  give  minority  communities  and  low-income  communities  greater  opportunities  for 
public  participation  in,  and  access  to,  public  information  on  matters  relating  to  human 
health  and  the  environment 

EO  13045,  Protection  of  Children  from  Environmental  Health  Risks  and  Safety  Risks,  was 
enacted  in  1997.  EO  13045  directs  Eederal  agencies  to  identify  and  assess  environmental  health 
and  safety  risks  to  children,  coordinate  research  priorities  on  children’s  health,  and  ensure  that 
their  standards  take  into  account  special  risks  to  children.  Children  are  more  sensitive  than  the 
adult  population  to  certain  environmental  effects,  such  as  airborne  asbestos  and  lead  paint 
exposures  from  demolition,  safety  with  regard  to  equipment,  accidents  within  structures  under 
demolition,  and  noise.  Activities  occurring  near  areas  that  tend  to  have  a  higher  concentration  of 
children  than  the  typical  residential  area  during  any  given  time,  such  as  schools,  churches,  and 
community  child  care  facilities,  may  further  intensify  potential  impacts  on  children. 

Jackson  County,  Oklahoma,  represents  the  region  of  comparison  for  evaluating  disproportionate 
effects  (in  Chapter  4)  on  populations  of  concern  for  environmental  justice  and  for  children. 
Table  3-9  shows  that  minorities,  low-income  populations,  and  children  compose  slightly  higher 
proportions  of  the  county  population  than  are  found  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma  as  a  whole. 


Table  3-9.  Characterization  of  Environmental  Justice  Populations  for  Altus  AFB 


Location 

Total  Population 

Minority 

Low-Income" 

Youth 

Number 

Percent 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Jackson  County 

26,446 

9,043 

34.19% 

18.90% 

6,907 

26.12% 

Oklahoma 

3,751,351 

1,175,970 

31.35% 

16.30% 

929,666 

24.78% 

United  States 

308,745,538 

111,927,986 

36.25% 

14.30% 

74,181,467 

24.03% 

2007-201 1  estimate;  all  other  values  based  on  2010  census. 


Source;  U.S.  Census  2010a,  2010c,  2012. 
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3.2  FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE 

This  section  of  Chapter  3  describes  the  baseline  conditions  of  the  environmental  resources 
anticipated  to  be  affected  by  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB 
and,  when  applicable,  in  areas  surrounding  the  base.  The  baseline  resource  conditions  are 
described  to  the  level  of  detail  necessary  to  support  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  that  could 
result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB. 

3.2.1  Noise 

Noise,  which  is  defined  as  unwanted  sound,  has  the  potential  to  affect  several  resource  areas 
evaluated  in  this  Final  EIS.  Background  information  on  the  regulatory  setting  and  methodology 
for  noise  is  contained  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Sections  B.I.2  and  B.I.3. 

3. 2. 1.1  Base-Affected  Environment 

The  current  mission  at  Fairchild  AFB  is  described  in  Section  2.4.2  and  includes  KC-135  and  H-1 
and  H-60  (helicopter)  aircraft  operations.  Table  3-10  shows  noise  levels  of  the  aircraft  currently 
based  at  Fairchild  AFB  at  different  heights  above  the  ground  during  landings  and  takeoffs. 
Aircraft  flying  at  higher  altitudes  may  not  have  flaps  and  gear  deployed  as  they  would  when  in 
landing  or  takeoff  configurations,  resulting  in  slightly  lower  noise  levels  than  shown  in  Table  3-10. 
Helicopters  rarely  fly  above  2,000  feet  AGE.  However,  noise  levels  at  higher  altitudes  are  given 
for  comparison  with  other  aircraft  types.  The  noise  levels  in  this  table  are  presented  as  SEEs  in 
dB,  which  are  the  sum  of  sound  energy  during  the  noise  event. 


Table  3-10,  Aircraft  Noise  Levels  at  Fairchild  AFB 


Aircraft 

Power 

Setting 

SEL  at  Overflight  Distance  (in  dB) 

250  feet 

500  feet 

1,000  feet 

2,000  feet 

5,000  feet 

10,000  feet 

Landing 

KC-135 

65%  NF 

100 

95 

90 

84 

75 

67 

H-1  (helicopter) 

80  kts 

104 

100 

96 

91 

83 

75 

H-60 

(helicopter) 

80  kts 

90 

86 

83 

79 

72 

66 

Takeoff 

KC-135 

90%  NF 

105 

100 

95 

90 

81 

73 

H-1  (helicopter) 

80  kts 

104 

100 

96 

91 

83 

75 

H-60 

(helicopter) 

80  kts 

90 

86 

83 

79 

72 

66 

Note:  KC-135  aircraft  airspeed  is  160  knots.  Aircraft  operate  at  various  airspeeds  in  and  around  the  airfield. 

Key:  Power  Units:  NF  -  engine  fan  revolutions  per  minute;  kts  -  knots  airspeed 

Source:  NOISEMAP  7.2  Maximum  Omega  10  Results  for  KC-135  and  RNM  for  H-1  and  H-60. 


There  are  30,507  annual  aircraft  operations  under  baseline  conditions  at  Fairchild  AFB.  Of  these 
operations,  6  percent  occur  during  the  night  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  Due  to  the 
potential  for  nighttime  noise  to  be  particularly  intrusive,  noise  events  occurring  during  this  time 
period  are  assessed  a  10  dB  penalty  when  calculating  DNE. 

The  baseline  noise  contours  shown  on  Figure  3-2  show  the  current  level  of  operations  at 
Fairchild  AFB  and  were  created  using  NOISEMAP  (Version  7.2).  As  a  point  of  reference. 
Figure  3-2  also  shows  the  65  dB  DNE  noise  contours  published  in  the  2007  AICUZ  report 
(USAF  2007a).  Operations  tempo  at  military  bases  fluctuates  over  time  due  to  unit  deployments, 
funding  levels,  and  other  factors.  The  AICUZ  report  noise  contours  reflect  units  flying  at  a 
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higher  home-station  operations  tempo  than  was  reported  in  April  2012,  re-validated  in 
February  2013,  and  used  as  the  basis  for  the  baseline  noise  contours  shown  on 
Figure  3-2.  Baseline  noise  contours  also  differ  from  contours  published  in  the  2007  AICUZ 
report  as  a  result  of  refinements  to  noise  modeling  algorithms  to  account  for  the  effects  of  local 
terrain  (e.g.,  hills  and  valleys)  and  ground  impedance  (e.g.,  grass  absorbs  sound  energy  to  a 
greater  degree  than  water).  Use  of  location-specific  topographic  effect  modeling  algorithms  in 
NOISEMAP  was  not  approved  by  the  USAF  for  use  in  the  2007  AICUZ  report.  As  can  be  seen 
on  Figure  3-2,  calculated  noise  levels  have  decreased  since  release  of  the  2007  AICUZ  report. 
However,  the  AICUZ  report  is  a  long-term  planning  tool  and  remains  relevant  as  an  indicator  of 
potential  future  noise  levels  if  flying  operations  were  to  increase. 

Table  3-11  shows  the  number  of  on-  and  off-base  acres  and  estimated  residents  that  are  currently 
exposed  to  noise  levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNL.  It  is  widely  accepted  that  65  dB  DNL  is  the  noise 
level  at  which  a  substantial  percentage  of  the  population  can  be  expected  to  be  annoyed,  and  this 
has  been  accepted  by  the  USAF  and  several  other  Federal  agencies  as  the  level  above  which 
noise-sensitive  land  uses  are  not  considered  compatible  (see  Section  3.2.7  and  Volume  II, 
Appendix  C,  Section  C.I.3.I).  Per  DoD  policy,  the  80  dB  DNL  noise  contour  is  used  to  identify 
populations  most  at  risk  of  potential  hearing  loss  (USD  2009).  If  no  residence  or  populated  area  is 
within  the  80  dB  DNL  contour,  then  no  further  risk  assessment  is  warranted.  Noise  levels  greater 
than  80  dB  DNL  do  not  affect  any  off-base  land  outside  of  Lairchild  ALB.  On  base,  there  is 
1  building  in  the  flightline  area  affected  by  noise  levels  of  80  dB  or  greater.  No  residences  on  base 
are  affected  by  noise  at  or  above  80  dB  DNL.  The  risk  of  hearing  loss  among  workers  at 
Lairchild  ALB  is  managed  according  to  DoD,  OSHA,  and  NIOSH  regulations  for  occupational  noise 
exposure.  These  regulations  would  continue  to  be  enforced  to  protect  employees  of  Lairchild  ALB. 


Table  3-11.  Population  and  Acreage  Affected  Under  Noise  Contours  Near  Fairchild  AFB, 

Baseline  Conditions 


Noise  Level  (dB  DNL) 

Baseline  Conditions 

Off-Base  Population 

Off-Base  Acres 

On-Base  Acres 

65-69 

15 

162 

621 

70-74 

0 

0 

523 

75-79 

0 

0 

363 

80-84 

0 

0 

139 

>85 

0 

0 

26 

Total 

15 

162 

1,672 

Note:  Population  estimates  were  made  based  on  2010  U.S.  Census  Bureau  data.  The  number  of  persons  currently  residing  in  affected  areas  may 


differ  from  what  has  been  stated. 


Table  3-12  presents  noise  conditions  at  several  representative  locations  in  the  area  near 
Fairchild  AFB.  Figure  3-2  depicts  the  representative  locations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  The 
representative  locations  do  not  denote  a  specific  noise-sensitive  receptor,  but  were  instead 
established  based  on  central  points  of  U.S.  Census  subdivisions.  The  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
noise- sensitive  locations  are  expected  to  experience  similar  aircraft  noise  levels.  All  of  the 
locations  studied  experience  noise  levels  less  than  65  dB  DNL.  Departures  of  transient  aircraft 
(e.g.,  EA-6B  and  F-18)  and  the  based  H-1  helicopter  are  the  operations  that  generate  the  highest 
SELs  at  the  locations  analyzed.  Table  C-1-2  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-I, 
provides  details  regarding  the  types  of  operations  generating  the  highest  SELs  at  each  location. 
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Figure  3-2.  Fairchild  AFB  Baseline  Noise  Contours 
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Table  3-12,  Fairchild  AFB  Representative  Locations  Under  Baseline  Conditions 


Location  ID 

Baseline  Conditions 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs  (dB)“ 

1 

55 

98-114 

2 

56 

95-113 

3 

59 

103-111 

4 

61 

103-116 

5 

60 

104-116 

6 

61 

104-112 

7 

56 

96-112 

8 

62 

102-116 

9 

57 

100-110 

10 

60 

105-116 

11 

59 

98-115 

12 

61 

103-113 

13 

62 

105-117 

^  Top  5  SELs’  refers  to  the  range  of  loudest  five  event  types  experienced  at  the  location  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  C, 


Attachment  C-1). 


In  accordance  with  AFI  13-201,  base  flying  proeedures  have  been  designed  to  minimize  impacts 
on  the  surrounding  community  while  maximizing  operational  eapacity  and  flexibility.  Overflight 
restrictions  are  in  place  to  minimize  noise  in  sensitive  areas.  Overflights  are  not  permitted  over 
Eastern  Washington  State  Hospital,  Sunset  Elementary  School,  or  housing  areas  on  the  base. 
Overflights  are  not  permitted  below  1,000  feet  AGE  over  Airway  Heights  Correctional  Eacility. 
Overflights  over  the  City  of  Spokane  are  not  permitted  below  5,000  feet  MSE  for  aireraft  or 
below  500  feet  AGE  for  helicopters.  Noise  complaints  in  the  community  around  Eairchild  AEB 
are  relatively  infrequent.  Complaints  range  from  general  noise  complaints  to  complaints  of  low- 
flying  aircraft  and  noise  from  exploding  ordnance.  The  explosive  ordnance  disposal  (EOD) 
training  area  is  loeated  in  close  proximity  to  a  residential  area  near  the  south  side  of  the  base  that 
is  often  affected  by  explosive  noise.  A  process  has  been  put  in  place  to  notify  the  citizens  near 
the  EOD  training  area  before  training  occurs. 

3.2.2  Air  Quality 

Air  emissions  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Eairehild  AEB 
mainly  would  affect  air  quality  within  Spokane  County.  The  Washington  Department  of  Eeology 
uses  the  NAAQS  to  regulate  air  quality  and  establishes  state  standards  with  coneentrations  that 
are  at  least  as  restrictive  as  the  NAAQS.  Additional  background  information  on  the  CAA,  the 
NAAQS,  and  the  Washington  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (WAAQS)  is  eontained  in 
Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.2.  Information  on  regional  climate  is  contained  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  D,  Seetion  D.2. 

The  Washington  Department  of  Eeology  enforees  the  NAAQS  and  WAAQS  by  monitoring 
state-wide  air  quality  and  developing  rules  to  regulate  and  permit  stationary  sources  of  air 
emissions.  The  Washington  Air  Quality  Rules  are  found  in  Washington  Administrative  Code 
Chapters  173-400  through  -495.  Within  Spokane  County,  the  Spokane  Regional  Clean  Air 
Ageney  (SRCAA)  is  the  loeal  agency  that  administers  Eederal,  state,  and  loeal  air  pollution 
regulations.  Eairehild  AEB  registered  28  stationary  sources  with  the  SRCAA  in  2012. 
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3.2.2. 1  Region  of  Influence  and  Existing  Air  Quality 

Spokane  County  currently  attains  the  NAAQS  and  WAAQS  for  all  pollutants.  The  urban  areas  of 
Spokane  historically  did  not  attain  the  NAAQS  for  CO  and  PMio.  However,  they  have  recently 
attained  these  standards  and  are  known  as  maintenance  areas  for  these  pollutants.  Fairchild  AFB 
is  located  approximately  4  miles  west  of  these  maintenance  areas. 

d.2.2.2  Regional  Air  Emissions 

Table  3-13  summarizes  estimates  of  the  annual  emissions  generated  by  Spokane  County  in  CY  2008 
(USEPA  2013a).  The  majority  of  emissions  within  the  region  occur  from  (1)  on-road  and  nonroad 
mobile  sources  (VOCs,  CO,  and  NOx),  (2)  solvent/surface  coating  usages  (VOCs),  and  (3)  residential 
wood  burning  and  fugitive  dust  from  unpaved  roads  and  agricultural  tillage  (PM10/PM2.5). 


Table  3-13,  Annual  Emissions  for  Spokane  County,  Washington,  CY  2008 


Source  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMi« 

PM2.S 

C02e  (mt) 

Stationary  Sources 

26,462 

11,951 

1,908 

164 

14,911 

3,159 

19,492 

Mobile  Sources 

7,098 

79,942 

14,467 

140 

878 

731 

2,496,165 

Total 

33,560 

91,893 

16,375 

304 

15,789 

3,890 

2,515,657 

Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 
Source:  USEPA  2013a. 


3.2.2. 3  Eairchild  AEB  Emissions 

Operational  emissions  due  to  existing  operations  at  Fairchild  AFB  occur  from  (1)  aircraft  operations 
and  engine  maintenance/testing,  (2)  AGE,  (3)  GMVs  and  POVs,  (4)  offsite  POV  commutes, 
(5)  nonroad  mobile  equipment,  (6)  mobile  fuel  transfer  operations,  and  (7)  stationary  and  area  sources. 
Table  3-14  summarizes  the  most  recent  estimate  of  annual  operational  emissions  that  occurred  at 
Eairchild  AEB  (CY  2012).  Emission  factors  used  to  calculate  combustive  emissions  for  the 
KC-135  aircraft  were  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  CEM  International  for  the 
CEM56-2B1  engine  (ICAO  2013a). These  data  also  are  used  to  estimate  non-aircraft  source 
emissions  for  the  future  project  scenarios  at  Eairchild  AFB.  Volume  n.  Appendix  D,  Section  D.2,  of 
this  Final  EIS  includes  estimations  of  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  HAPs,  and  GHGs  from  existing 
sources  at  Eairchild  AEB. 


Table  3-14,  Annual  Emissions  from  Existing  Operations  at  Fairchild  AFB,  CY  2012 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e  (mt) 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

5.92 

97.27 

178.37 

16.32 

0.89 

0.89 

45,460 

UH-60 

0.98 

8.68 

3.03 

0.25 

2.02 

2.02 

2,159 

UH-IN 

0.16 

1.08 

0.83 

0.07 

0.73 

0.73 

510 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

4.25 

22.46 

64.48 

5.43 

2.44 

2.44 

14,148 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

2.03 

29.48 

11.25 

1.50 

0.08 

0.08 

4,185 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  UH-IM 

0.11 

0.52 

0.06 

0.01 

0.08 

0.08 

55 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  UH-60 

0.02 

0.52 

0.16 

0.01 

0.14 

0.14 

96 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

1.24 

8.89 

10.45 

0.30 

1.38 

1.27 

1,268 
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Table  3-14.  Annual  Emissions  from  Existing  Operations  at  Fairchild  AFB,  CY  2012 

(Continued) 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e  (mt) 

GM  Vs/Nonroad  Equipment 

0.05 

0.74 

1.01 

0.00 

0.05 

0.04 

196 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  On  Base 

0.09 

3.78 

0.90 

0.01 

0.05 

0.03 

511 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  Off  Base 

2.58 

102.75 

21.66 

0.24 

1.81 

1.07 

13,394 

Mobile  Euel  Transfer  Operations 

0.15 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

13.48 

10.68 

13.07 

0.09 

0.97 

0.97 

13,718 

Total  Emissions 

41.96 

286.84 

305.27 

24.22 

10.65 

9.77 

95,699 

Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant. 


Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 

3.2.3  Safety 

The  safety  resource  area  applies  to  activities  in  the  air  and  on  the  ground  associated  with  aircraft 
flight  and  operation.  Flight  safety  considers  the  aircraft  flight  risks,  including  the  potential  for 
bird/wildlife-aircraft  strike  hazard.  Ground  safety  considers  issues  associated  with  operations  and 
maintenance  activities  that  support  base  operations,  including  fire  response.  Background 
information  on  the  regulatory  setting  and  methodology  for  safety  is  contained  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  B,  Sections  B.3.2  and  B.3.3. 

3. 2. 3.1  Flight  Safety 

Four  Class  A  KC-135  aircraft  mishaps  were  recorded  between  1962  and  1987  in  the  vicinity  of 
Fairchild  AFB.  These  mishaps  resulted  in  the  loss  of  the  aircraft.  Another  prominent  crash 
involved  a  B-52  assigned  to  Fairchild  AFB.  On  24  June  1994,  while  rehearsing  maneuvers  for  an 
air  show,  the  aircraft  crashed  near  the  runway  (Aviation  Safety  Network  2013b). 

The  KC-135  and  the  future  KC-46A  have  the  ability  to  jettison  fuel  during  emergency  situations. 
Data  on  historical  KC-135  operations  show  that  slightly  less  than  two  sorties  per  thousand  resulted 
in  a  release  of  fuel  (AMC  2013).  The  ability  to  land  the  KC-46A  at  a  much  higher  weight  than  the 
KC-135  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  frequency  of  fuel  releases  for  the  KC-46A.  As  such,  it  is 
expected  that  KC-46A  sorties  would  experience  a  lower  frequency  of  fuel  releases. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  USAF  Major  Commands  (MAJCOMs)  to  follow  AFIs  or  supplement  those 
AFIs  that  have  been  established.  These  policies  require  that  pilots  avoid  fuel  jettison,  unless 
safety  of  flight  dictates  immediate  jettison.  For  example,  AMC  policy,  which  covers  all  USAF 
tanker  assets,  requires  that,  whenever  possible,  any  fuel  released  from  an  aircraft  must  occur 
above  20,000  feet  AGL  (AMC  2004,  2012).  This  policy  is  designed  to  minimize  potential 
impacts  of  fuel  jettison  events. 

The  main  environmental  concern  from  fuel  released  from  an  aircraft  is  the  deposition  of  fuel 
onto  the  ground  and/or  surface  waters  and  subsequent  negative  impact  on  human  health  or 
natural  resources.  The  results  of  a  definitive  study  on  the  fate  of  jettisoned  fuel  from  large  USAF 
aircraft  (e.g.,  KC-135)  (Deepti  2003)  were  used  to  identify  a  reasonably  conservative  ground- 
level  fuel  deposition  value  for  the  KC-46A.  This  study  used  the  Fuel  Jettison  Simulation  model 
developed  by  the  USAF  to  estimate  the  ground  deposition  of  fuel  from  jettison  events  (Teske  and 
Curbishley  2000).  This  maximum  ground-level  fuel  deposition  value  identified  for  the  KC-46A 
would  result  in  effects  that  are  well  below  known  natural  resource  and  human  health  thresholds 
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for  jet  fuel.  Therefore,  the  maximum  fuel  deposition  value  expected  from  the  KC-46A  would  not 
produce  substantial  impacts  on  human  health  or  natural  resources.  In  view  of  this,  no  further 
analysis  is  included  in  this  section. 

3.2.3. 1.1  Wildlife  Strike  Hazard  at  Fairchild  AFB  and  Vicinity 

Most  bird  strikes  at  Fairchild  AFB  occur  between  May  and  October.  The  majority  of  bird  strikes 
occur  in  the  traffic  pattern.  Between  2002  and  2007,  the  92nd  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ARW) 
experienced  an  average  low  of  less  than  one  strike  in  January  to  more  than  nine  in  September. 

The  92  ARW  BASH  Plan  provides  specific  guidance  and  assigns  responsibilities  in  developing  an 
effective  bird  strike  hazard  reduction  program  for  the  Fairchild  AFB  local  flying  area.  This  plan 
also  provides  guidance  to  aircrews  off-station  (USAF  2010a). 

The  BASH  Plan  is  implemented  in  two  phases.  Phase  I  is  concentrated  on  bird  control  and 
dispersal  and  is  in  effect  year  round.  Phase  II  is  normally  implemented  during  seasonal  migration 
periods  typically  May  through  October  (the  time  of  most  strikes)  and  concentrates  on  bird 
avoidance  using  scheduling  and  airfield  operating  restrictions.  The  nearest  migration  route  passes 
west  of  Fairchild  AFB.  Historical  bird  strike  data  are  used  to  implement  Phase  II.  In  addition  to 
scheduled  Phase  II  months,  the  92nd  Operations  Group  implements  and  terminates  Phase  II  upon 
notification  from  Wing  Safety  that  the  bird  hazard  has  significantly  increased  or  decreased 
during  the  period  of  implementation  of  Phase  I. 

3. 2. 3. 2  Ground  Safety 

There  are  currently  18  identified  airfield  obstructions  at  Fairchild  AFB.  USAF  policy  states  that 
privately  owned  land  located  within  CZs  shall  be  acquired  by  the  USAF  either  fee  simple  or  by 
restrictive  land  easement.  Accordingly,  Fairchild  AFB  has  easements  for  all  off-base  land  within 
both  CZs.  Runway  05/23  at  Fairchild  AFB  has  CZs  encompassing  an  area  3,000  feet  wide  by 
3,000  feet  long.  APZ  I  is  3,000  feet  wide  by  5,000  feet  long  and  APZ  II  is  3,000  feet  wide  by 
7,000  feet  long. 

Agricultural,  vacant,  and  industrial  land  uses  are  found  within  APZ  I.  While  agricultural  and 
vacant  land  uses  are  considered  compatible,  industrial  land,  depending  on  the  specific  use,  could 
be  potentially  incompatible. 

Within  the  Fairchild  AFB  APZ  II,  land  use  includes  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  public, 
vacant,  and  agricultural.  Residential  development  might  be  compatible  providing  it  does  not 
exceed  USAF  density  recommendations  of  one  dwelling  unit  per  acre.  To  the  east  of  the  base, 
land  use  designated  as  residential  exists  within  APZ  II  and  could  be  considered  potentially 
incompatible  depending  on  the  specific  use. 

The  92nd  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  Fire  and  Emergency  Services  Elight  provides  24-hour  crash, 
structural,  and  emergency  medical  first  response;  technical  rescue;  hazardous  material  and 
weapons-of-mass-destruction  incident  response;  and  fire  prevention,  safety,  and  training/education 
services  to  Eairchild  AEB.  The  department  also  has  a  mutual-aid  agreement  with  the 
Washington  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources  covering  Cusick  Eield  (located  approximately 
75  miles  from  the  base). 

As  detailed  in  Section  3.2.7,  Spokane  County  has  developed  and  implemented  airport  overlay 
zones  (AOZs)  to  reduce  the  potential  for  airport  hazards  that  apply  to  all  four  airports  in  the 
county,  including  Fairchild  AFB.  The  AOZ  program  is  similar  in  design  and  intent  to  the  DoD’s 
AICUZ  program.  The  AOZ  establishes  guidelines  for  development  around  the  four  designated 
airports  and  has  a  process  for  how  applications  for  development  are  handled. 
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3.2.4  Soils  and  Water 

3.2.4. 1  Soil  Resources 

Fairchild  AFB  is  located  on  the  ehanneled  seablands  of  the  Columbia  Basin,  an  area  defined  by 
physiographie  features  sueh  as  eoulees,  buttes,  mesas,  dry  waterfalls,  hanging  valleys,  and  giant 
ripples.  The  area  around  Fairehild  AFB  was  formed  by  the  lava  flows  of  the  Columbia  Plateau 
and  shaped  by  glaeial  floodwaters  that  widened  the  Spokane  River  Valley  and  deposited  gravel 
layers  up  to  500  feet  thiek  (Fairehild  AFB  2012a;  WDNR  2013).  There  are  nine  soil  map  units 
loeated  on  Fairehild  AFB:  Aleeanyon-Cheney  (very  stony),  Caldwell  silt  loam,  Cheney- 
Aleeanyon  complex,  Cheney-Uhlig  eomplex,  Coeolalla  ashy  silt  loam,  Phoebe-Bong  eomplex, 
Roekly-Deno  eomplex,  Saltese  muek,  and  Uhlig  ashy  silt  loam  (USDA  2005b).  In  general,  these 
soils  are  very  deep,  well-drained,  and  moderately  permeable,  with  low  surfaee  run-off. 

3. 2.4.2  Water  Resources 

3. 2. 4. 2.1  Surfaee  Water 

Fairehild  AFB  is  loeated  in  proximity  to  the  boundaries  of  three  watersheds:  the  Lower  Spokane, 
the  Hangman,  and  the  Palouse  (WDOE  2012);  however,  it  is  eonsidered  unlikely  that  typieal 
stormwater  diseharges  from  Fairehild  AFB  would  reach  water  bodies  loeated  in  any  of  the 
watersheds  (Fairehild  AFB  2008a).  There  are  no  defined,  natural  stream  eourses  on 
Fairehild  AFB.  Seasonal  run-off  disperses  aeross  the  relatively  flat  landseape  and  ponds  in 
natural  depression  areas  before  infiltrating,  evaporating,  or  being  eolleeted  in  man-made  drains 
in  the  developed  areas  of  the  base  (Fairehild  AFB  2012a).  The  nearest  water  bodies  to 
Fairehild  AFB  are  the  Spokane  River,  approximately  13  miles  to  the  east,  and  several  lakes 
(Medieal,  West  Medieal,  Silver,  Clear,  Otter,  and  Granite)  just  to  the  south  of  the  base.  Surfaee 
hydrology  on  Fairehild  AFB  ean  generally  be  deseribed  as  isolated  from  free-flowing  surfaee 
waters  within  the  watersheds,  and  surfaee  water  features  are  wetlands  with  seasonal  or  persistent 
ponding  and  stormwater  eatehments  or  eonveyanees  (Fairehild  AFB  2012a). 

To  manage  stormwater  run-off  and  to  proteet  the  quality  of  surface  water  on  base  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  base,  Fairchild  AFB  has  been  issued  a  permit  under  USEPA’s  2008  NPDES 
Multi-Seetor  General  stormwater  permit.  To  ensure  that  sedimentation  due  to  erosion  does  not 
impaet  loeal  water  quality,  a  permit  is  required  for  any  eonstruetion  aetivities  greater  than  1  aere 
(Eairehild  APB  2012a). 

3. 2. 4. 2. 2  Groundwater 

Several  regional  aquifers  are  loeated  near  Eairehild  APB  and  are  the  souree  of  a  portion  of  the  base 
water  supply:  the  Spokane  Valley-Rathdrum  Prairie  Aquifer,  the  Eatah  (Hangman)  Creek  Aquifer, 
and  the  West  Plains  Aquifer.  Perehed  groundwater  ean  oeeur  5-20  feet  below  the  ground.  Shallow 
aquifers  and  groundwater  movement  from  20-100  feet  in  depth  are  eorrelated  with  bedroek 
fraetures  filled  with  gravel  or  deep  deposits  of  stratified  sands  and  gravels.  Subsurfaee  groundwater 
trends  easterly  and  southeasterly  from  the  base.  Deeper  eonfined  aquifers  below  Eairehild  APB  are 
eorrelated  with  basalt  layers  and  with  major  aquifers  at  100-200  feet  and  400  feet  below  ground 
level  (Eairehild  APB  2012a). 

Institutional  eontrols  assoeiated  with  ERP  sites  at  Eairehild  APB  have  been  implemented  to 
prevent  exposure  from  eontaminated  media.  These  eontrols  inelude  restrietions  against  the  use  of 
eontaminated  groundwater  and  restrictions  on  the  use  of  groundwater  as  a  potable  water  supply. 
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3. 2. 4. 2. 3  Floodplains 

No  100-year  floodplains  are  located  on  Fairchild  AFB. 

3.2.5  Biological  Resources 

3. 2. 5.1  Vegetation 

Shrub-steppe  and  grasslands  grading  into  ponderosa  pine  forest  historically  dominated  the  land 
associated  with  and  surrounding  Fairchild  AFB  (Fairchild  AFB  2012a).  The  original  vegetation 
at  the  base  was  altered  by  past  farming,  grazing,  and  military  development  and  training  that 
changed  or  displaced  natural  systems  and  ecological  processes. 

Improved  areas  of  the  base  consist  primarily  of  landscaped  and  turf  areas  surrounding  buildings, 
residences,  play  areas,  and  recreation  fields.  Semi-improved  areas  consist  of  mixtures  of  native 
and  non-native  plants  that  are  mowed  periodically. 

Natural  areas  are  categorized  for  land  use  planning  purposes  as  unimproved  areas  (Fairchild  AFB 
2012a).  Approximately  1,400  acres  in  the  northeast  comer  and  southern  portion  of  the  base  are 
unimproved  and  are  dominated  by  both  native  and  non-native  pasture  grasses,  wetlands  species, 
Russian  olive  (Elaeagnus  angustifolia),  scattered  ponderosa  pine  stands,  and  shmb  fields. 

3.2.5.2  Wildlife 

Information  on  wildlife  occurring  on  Fairchild  AFB  is  contained  in  the  INRMP  (Fairchild  AFB 
2012a).  Most  of  the  wildlife  species  that  occur  on  Fairchild  AFB  are  located  in  the  south  base 
area,  where  wetland  and  other  habitats  are  located.  Native  wildlife  documented  on  the  base 
includes  a  variety  of  mammals  and  birds.  White-tailed  deer,  mule  deer  (Odocoileus  hemionus), 
and  coyote  are  the  most  common  large  mammals.  Typical  bird  species  include  red-tailed  hawk 
{Buteo  jamaicensis),  northern  harrier  {Circus  cyaneus),  great  homed  owl  {Bubo  virginianus), 
ring-necked  pheasant  {Phasianus  colchicus),  and  a  variety  of  waterfowl  and  songbird  species.  A 
recent  herpetological  survey  documented  four  reptile  and  three  amphibian  species  in  the  southern 
portion  of  the  base  (Sperry  2013). 

Fairchild  AFB  is  located  within  the  Pacific  Flyway,  which  is  a  bird  migration  corridor  primarily 
designated  for  waterfowl.  Large  numbers  of  Canada  geese  and  ducks  are  known  to  migrate 
through  this  area. 

3. 2. 5. 3  Special-Status  Species 

In  Washington  State,  special-status  species  are  listed  by  the  Washington  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Commission  under  the  provisions  of  Washington  Administrative  Code  Rule  232-12-297 
(Endangered,  Threatened,  and  Sensitive  Wildlife  Species  Classification).  Listing  occurs  in  much 
the  same  stepwise  procedure  as  occurs  at  the  Federal  level.  Species  can  be  state-listed  as 
endangered,  threatened,  or  candidate.  Table  3-15  presents  the  Federal  and  state-listed  species 
identified  as  either  occurring  or  potentially  occurring  at  Fairchild  AFB  (USFWS  2013b; 
WDFW  2013;  WDNR  2012).  There  is  no  critical  habitat  known  to  occur  on  base  (USFWS  2013c). 

Of  the  18  potentially  occurring  bird  species  in  Table  3-15,  only  the  bald  {Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus)  and  golden  eagle  {Aquila  chrysaetos)  have  been  observed  on  base  (Eastern 
Washington  University  2005).  Bald  eagles  are  known  to  nest  throughout  Washington  and  migrate 
through  the  area  encompassing  and  adjacent  to  the  base.  Golden  eagle  habitat  generally  consists  of 
open  country  and  open  wooded  country.  No  known  eagle  nests  have  been  observed  at  the  base. 
The  species  previously  observed  are  most  likely  migrating  individuals  passing  through  the  area. 
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Table  3-15,  Special-Status  Species  that  Could  Occur  at  Fairchild  AFB 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  at 
Fairchild  AFB 

Federal" 

State* 

1  Birds 

American  white  pelican 

Pelicanus  erythrorhynchus 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Bald  eagle 

Haliaeetus  leucocephalus 

Delisted,  BGEPA 

SS 

Yes 

Black-backed  woodpecker 

Picoides  arcticus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Burrowing  owl 

Athene  cunicularia 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Ferruginous  hawk 

Buteo  regalis 

MBTA 

ST 

No 

Flammulated  owl 

Otus  flammeolus 

- 

SC 

No 

Golden  eagle 

Aquila  chrysaetos 

BGEPA 

SC 

Yes 

Lewis’  woodpecker 

Melanerpes  lewis 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Loggerhead  shrike 

Lanius  ludovicianus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Merlin 

Falco  columbianus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Northern  goshawk 

Accipitor  gentilis 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Pileated  woodpecker 

Drycopus  pileatus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Sage  sparrow 

Amphispiza  belli 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Sage  thrasher 

Oreoscoptes  montanus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Sharp-tailed  grouse 

Tympanuchus  phasianellus 

- 

ST 

No 

Upland  sandpiper 

Bartramia  longicauda 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Vaux’s  swift 

Chaetura  vauxi 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Western  grebe 

Aechmophorous  occidentalis 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

1  Mammals 

Black-tailed  jackrabbit 

Lepus  californicus 

- 

SC 

No 

Townsend’s  big-eared  bat 

Coryhorhinus  townsendii 

- 

SC 

No 

Washington  ground  squirrel 

Spermophilus  washingtoni 

FC 

SC 

No 

White- tailed  jackrabbit 

Lepus  townsendii 

- 

SC 

No 

Reptiles/Amphibians 

Boreal  toad 

Bufo  boreas 

- 

SC 

No 

Columbia  spotted  frog 

Rana  luteiventris 

- 

SC 

Yes 

Northern  leopard  frog 

Rana  pipens 

- 

SE 

No 

1  Invertebrates 

Juniper  hairstreak 

Mitoura  grynea  barryi 

- 

SC 

No 

Mann’s  mollusk-eating  ground  beetle 

Scaphinotus  mannii 

- 

SC 

No 

Shepherd’s  pamassian 

Parnassius  clodius  shepherdi 

- 

SC 

No 

Silver-bordered  fritillary 

Boloria  selene  atrocostalis 

- 

SC 

No 

1  Plants 

American  pillwort 

Pilularia  americana 

- 

ST 

Yes 

Austin’s  kno  tweed 

Polygonum  austiniae 

- 

ST 

No 

Dwarf  rush 

Juncus  hemiendytus  var.  hemiandytus 

- 

No 

Grand  redstem 

Ammannia  robusta 

- 

ST 

No 

Howellia 

Howellia  aquatilis 

FT 

ST 

No 

Inch-high  rush 

Juncus  uncialis 

- 

SS 

Yes 

Lowland  toothcup 

Rotala  ramosior 

- 

ST 

No 

Mousetail 

Myosurus  laevicaulis 

- 

SS 

Yes 

Northwestern  yellowflax 

Sclerolinon  digynum 

- 

ST 

Yes 

Palouse  goldenweed 

Haplopappus  liatriformis 

- 

ST 

No 

Rocky  Mountain  bulrush 

Scirpus  saximontanus 

- 

ST 

No 

Spalding’s  catchfly 

Silene  spaldingi 

FT 

ST 

Yes 

Yellow  lady’s  slipper 

Cypripedium  parviflorum 

- 

ST 

No 

^  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

^  Washington  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Key:  BGEPA  -  protected  under  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act;  FC  -  candidate  for  Federal  listing;  FT  -  listed  as  threatened  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act;  MBTA  -  protected  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act;  SC  -  candidate  for  state  listing;  SE  -  state-listed  as 
endangered;  SS  -  state-listed  as  sensitive;  ST  -  state-listed  as  threatened 
Source:  Fairchild  AFB  2012a;  USFWS  2013b;  WDFW  2013;  WDNR  2012. 

None  of  the  mammal  species  listed  in  Table  3-15  have  been  observed  on  Fairchild  AFB.  There  is 
no  significant  fish  habitat  located  at  the  base. 
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Of  the  three  reptile/amphibian  species  in  Table  3-15,  only  the  Columbia  spotted  frog  (Rana 
luteiventris)  has  been  identified  on  Fairchild  AFB.  Populations  were  located  in  the  wildlife  area, 
in  the  flightline  ditch,  at  the  Munitions  Storage  Area  pond,  the  EOD  range,  and  the  Reserve 
Training  camp  area. 

Of  the  13  plant  species  in  Table  3-15,  only  5  have  been  identified  on  base:  Spalding’s  catchfly 
{Silene  spaldingi),  American  pillwort  (Pilularia  americana),  inch-high  rush  (Juncus  uncialis), 
mousetail  (Myosurus  clavicaulis),  and  Northwestern  yellowflax  (Sclerolinon  digynum) 
(Fairchild  AFB  2012a).  All  of  these  species  occur  in  the  southern  portion  of  Fairchild  AFB, 
outside  of  the  project  area. 

3. 2. 5. 4  Wedands 

There  are  approximately  219  acres  of  disturbed  and  semi-natural  wetlands  on  Fairchild  AFB 
(Fairchild  AFB  2012a).  Wetlands  and  associated  fringe  communities  occur  around  potholes  and 
vernal  pools  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  base.  The  southeast  edge  of  the  main  base  supports  a 
large  wetland  complex  consisting  of  Russian  olive  scrub-shrub  habitat  and  a  mosaic  of  grasses 
and  grass-like  plants. 

3.2.6  Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resources  are  historic  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  or  objects  considered 
important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or  community  for  scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  other 
purposes.  They  include  archaeological  resources,  historic  architectural/engineering  resources, 
and  traditional  resources. 

3.2.6. 1  Architectural 

Fairchild  AFB  conducted  three  building  inventories  (Fairchild  AFB  2012b)  and  determined 
Building  2245  (Base  Personnel/Finance)  and  the  Flight  Line  Historic  District  (consisting  of 
17  individual  buildings:  1001,  1003,  1005,  1007,  1009,  1011,  1012,  1013,  1015,  1017,  1019, 
1021,  1023,  1024,  1025,  1026,  and  2050)  are  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP.  The  Washington 
SHPO  has  concurred  with  this  determination.  The  Washington  SHPO  [Department  of 
Archeology  and  Historic  Preservation  (DAHP)]  also  considers  Building  2025  (Snow  Barn) 
eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP.  In  November  2012,  the  92  ARW  Commander,  the  DAHP,  and 
the  Spokane  City/County  Historic  Preservation  Office  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
(MOA)  allowing  Fairchild  AFB  to  demolish  buildings  within  the  Flight  Line  Historic  District  if 
mitigation  measures  stated  in  the  MOA  are  completed  prior  to  demolition. 

3. 2. 6.2  Archaeological 

Three  archaeological  surveys  have  been  conducted  on  Lairchild  ALB.  Those  surveys  have 
resulted  in  the  documentation  of  three  historic  archaeological  sites  (Lairchild  ALB  2012b).  In 
1998,  a  historic  well  was  discovered  and  evaluated  by  the  Spokane  County  Historic  Preservation 
Office;  it  was  not  considered  eligible  for  the  NRHP  (Lairchild  ALB  2012b).  There  are  no  NRHP- 
eligible  archaeological  resources  on  Lairchild  ALB. 

3. 2. 6. 3  Traditional 

Lairchild  ALB  has  identified  four  tribes  typically  consulted  with  as  part  of  the  NEPA  and 
Section  106  processes.  This  list  of  tribes  is  contained  in  Table  A-1  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  A, 
Section  A. 3.  There  are  no  known  tribal  sacred  sites  or  properties  of  traditional  religious  and 
cultural  importance  in  the  vicinity  of  Lairchild  ALB. 
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3.2.7  Land  Use 

Fairchild  AFB  is  located  in  Spokane  County,  Washington,  about  12  miles  west  of  the  City  of 
Spokane.  Land  use  immediately  surrounding  Fairchild  AFB  is  predominantly  agricultural  and 
grazing. 

3.2.7. 1  Base 

The  base  is  currently  updating  its  Installation  Development  Plan  (IDP),  which  includes  a  long- 
range  development  plan  and  describes  physical  development  on  the  base,  with  the  layout  of 
functional  areas  and  land  uses.  About  half  of  the  base  is  dedicated  to  the  airfield  (centered 
around  one  southwest-northeast  runway  alignment).  Industrial  functions,  recreational  areas, 
community  support  functions,  open  space,  and  housing  areas  occupy  much  of  the  remainder  of 
the  base,  on  the  north  side  of  the  airfield.  The  munitions  storage  activity  and  Survival,  Evasion, 
Resistance  and  Escape  (SERE)  training  complex  are  located  on  the  south  side  of  the  base. 

The  USAE  has  restrictive  easements  on  privately  and  publicly  owned  land  adjacent  to  Eairchild  AEB 
within  the  CZs  to  protect  against  incompatible  uses.  Airfield  operations  and  base  land  use  are 
compatible  with  adjacent  land  uses  and  do  not  have  any  notable  compatibility  issues  either  internally 
or  outside  the  boundary.  Euture  development  on  the  base  is  likely  to  consolidate  and  upgrade  current 
functions  and  not  change  the  existing  basic  organization  of  land  uses  (USAE  2013c). 

3.2. 7.2  Surrounding  Areas 

As  shown  on  Eigure  3-2,  the  land  bordering  Eairchild  AEB  is  not  urbanized  and  consists  of  large- 
lot  residential  uses  and  resource-based  industries,  including  ranching,  farming,  and  mining 
operations.  The  predominant  land  use  within  the  unincorporated  areas  surrounding  the  base  is 
agriculture,  with  vast  areas  west  and  southeast  of  the  base  devoted  to  grain  production  or 
maintained  as  open  range  land.  Very  low-density  residential  development  occurs,  with  minimum 
lot  sizes  of  3  to  10  acres  on  the  south,  west,  and  north  sides  of  the  base. 

The  City  of  Airway  Heights  is  located  about  1  mile  to  the  northeast  and  is  bisected  by 
U.S.  Highway  2,  while  the  City  of  Medical  Eake  is  located  about  1.5  miles  to  the  south.  Spokane 
International  Airport  is  located  to  the  east  in  a  light  industrial  area.  The  City  of  Airway  Heights 
is  composed  of  a  variety  of  land  uses,  with  industrial  areas  located  closest  to  the  base.  Eand 
between  Airway  Heights  and  the  base  boundary  is  mostly  open  and  is  zoned  for  agriculture  and 
some  industrial  uses. 

The  City  of  Medical  Eake  contains  considerable  amounts  of  residential  and  public  land  uses.  Most 
of  the  residences,  commercial  uses,  schools,  and  city  offices  are  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the 
city,  while  the  state  institutions  are  to  the  west  and  southwest.  Medical  Eake  is  not  within  the 
Eairchild  AEB  noise  contours.  However,  land  use  and  development  issues  within  its  jurisdiction 
are  important  due  to  the  community’s  proximity  to  the  base.  While  development  around  the  City  of 
Medical  Eake  has  historically  expanded  on  the  north  side  of  the  community  toward  the  base,  a 
recent  urban  growth  update  limited  further  northward  expansion  and  provided  eastward 
opportunities  instead  (Spokane  County  2013). 

The  West  Plains  Property,  located  approximately  two  miles  from  Eairchild  AEB,  is  owned  by  the 
U.S.  government  and  held  in  trust  for  the  Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians.  The  145-acre  parcel  contains  a 
retail  fuel  and  convenience  store  and  is  the  site  of  a  planned  mixed-use  development. 

Based  on  review  of  the  existing  noise  contours,  it  is  estimated  that  the  off-base  area  affected  by 
noise  levels  of  65  dB  DNE  or  greater  is  1,672  acres.  An  evaluation  of  aerial  imagery  shows  few 
structures  in  this  footprint  outside  the  base,  and  no  residential-type  structures. 
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Spokane  County  has  experienced  steady  population  growth  mostly  due  to  consistent  growth  in  its 
diverse  industrial  and  commercial  economic  base.  The  population  of  Spokane  County  has  grown 
65  percent  between  1960  and  2008.  Extensive  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  uses  have 
grown  near  the  base  over  the  past  15  years  as  a  result  of  a  shift  in  urban  density  population  and 
economic  activity  to  semi-rural  areas.  Population  growth  of  the  Spokane  area  is  projected  to 
continue,  with  the  area  attracting  an  estimated  87,000  additional  residents  by  2030  (State  of 
Washington  2012). 

Compatibility  planning  has  been  on  the  forefront  for  the  area  around  Fairchild  AFB  since  it  was 
built  in  1942.  The  USAF  provides  land  use  recommendations  and  guidelines  for  compatible  use 
to  local  jurisdiction  through  the  AICUZ  program.  Fairchild  AFB  prepared  an  AICUZ  study  for 
the  KC-135  operations  in  2005,  and  updated  the  study  in  2007  (USAF  2007a).  This  study 
identified  incompatible  residential  and  public  use  lands  within  the  Northern  APZ  II. 

A  JFUS  was  completed  September  2009  by  Spokane  County  to  provide  further  assistance  with 
defining  appropriate  strategies  for  community  planning  around  Fairchild  AFB.  Spokane  County 
has  developed  and  implemented  AOZs  to  reduce  the  potential  for  airport  hazards  at  four  airports 
in  the  county,  including  Fairchild  AFB.  This  is  particularly  relevant  due  to  the  proximity  of 
Spokane  International  Airport  and  its  associated  air  traffic  and  noise.  The  AOZ  program  is 
similar  in  design  and  intent  to  DoD’s  AICUZ  program.  Zoning  in  surrounding  municipalities  of 
Airway  Heights,  City  of  Spokane,  and  Spokane  County  is  generally  compatible  with  the  base’s 
mission.  They  have  all  adopted  some  level  of  protection  from  incompatible  development  in  their 
zoning  regulations  to  guide  compatible  development  around  the  base.  The  Spokane  Tribe  of 
Indians  also  participated  in  the  JFUS  process  and  has  coordinated  with  the  USAF  on  compatible 
development  at  the  West  Plains  Property.  The  Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians  enacted  the  West  Plains 
Development  Code  to  implement  the  recommendations  of  the  JFUS,  including  building  heights, 
density,  sound  attenuation,  wildlife  attractants,  light  and  glare. 

3.2.8  Infrastructure 

3.2. 8.1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  is  provided  to  Fairchild  AFB  by  the  Fort  George  Wright  Annex,  located  northeast 
of  Spokane  International  Airport.  The  wells  tap  into  groundwater  from  both  the  Spokane  Valley- 
Rathdrum  Prairie  Aquifer  and  the  Fatah  (Hangman)  Creek  Aquifer  and  feed  the  Geiger 
Reservoir.  There  are  five  pumps  at  the  complex  that  have  a  total  actual  capacity  of  4,420  GPM 
(6.4  MGD).  Fairchild  AFB  has  a  total  of  2.16  million  gallons  (MG)  of  water  storage  capacity 
(0.51  MG  at  Geiger  Reservoir  and  1.65  MG  in  five  tanks  on  base).  If  water  demand  is  not  met  by 
the  Fort  George  Wright  well  complex,  there  are  two  backup  groundwater  sources  for  potable 
water  supply  (Well  2  and  an  intertie  with  the  City  of  Spokane)  that  could  supply  an  additional 
4.6  MGD  (Well  2-1  MGD  and  intertie  -  3.6  MGD)  of  potable  water,  for  a  total  amount  of 
11  MGD  available  to  the  base.  Potable  water  consumption  in  2012  averaged  a  daily  demand  of 
1.73  MGD  and  a  peak  demand  of  4.82  MGD  (USAF  2013d).  This  average  daily  use  amounted  to 
16  percent  of  base  water  system  capacity  (including  backup  sources)  and  44  percent  of  base 
capacity  (including  backup  sources)  at  peak  daily  demand. 

3. 2. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  sanitary  sewer  system  is  only  composed  of  a  collection  system  (USAF  2010b).  The  Spokane 
Wastewater  Management  Department  treats  the  majority  of  the  wastewater  from  the  base  at  the 
Riverside  Park  Water  Reclamation  Facility  (RPWRF).  The  only  exception  is  the  three  mounded 
drain  field  systems  Fairchild  AFB  operates  and  maintains  on  the  south  side  of  the  base.  The 
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RPWRF  is  located  on  the  east  bank  of  the  Spokane  River,  can  treat  up  to  44  MGD,  and  currently 
processes  28-30  MGD  of  sewage,  which  is  approximately  68.2  percent  of  capacity  (Coster  2013). 
Discharge  from  the  RPWRF  into  the  Spokane  River  must  meet  the  city’s  NPDES  permit. 

The  overall  condition  of  the  sanitary  sewer  system  is  considered  adequate  for  current  mission 
requirements  (USAF  2010b).  Recent  sanitary  surveys  of  the  system  have  identified  a  number  of 
inflow  and  infiltration  (I&I)  issues  that  require  attention.  A  series  of  projects  to  upgrade  the 
system  are  underway  and  will  reduce  historical  levels  of  I&I  by  80  percent.  The  wastewater 
collection  system  at  Fairchild  AFB  has  a  capacity  of  1.8  MGD  (USAF  2012a).  In  2012,  daily 
discharges  from  the  base  averaged  0.68  MGD  and  peaked  in  March  and  April  at  1.254  MGD 
(USAF  2012a).  This  average  daily  discharge  was  approximately  39  percent  of  the  base  system 
capacity  and  70  percent  at  peak  daily  discharge. 

3.2. 8. 3  Stormwater  System 

The  details  of  the  stormwater  drainage  system  for  Fairchild  AFB  are  contained  in  the  SWPPP 
(Fairchild  AFB  2008a).  The  stormwater  conveyance  system  covers  the  central  portion  of  the  base 
and  flightline.  The  southern  portion  of  the  base  drains  into  a  conveyance  system  serving  the 
SERE  School  campus.  The  remainder  of  the  developed  area  of  the  base  drains  via  sheet  flow  into 
open  drainage  ditches.  The  details  of  the  stormwater  permit  for  Eairchild  AEB  are  described  in 
Section  3.2.4.2.I.  The  permit  does  not,  however,  authorize  stormwater  discharges  associated 
with  construction  activities.  A  separate  Notice  of  Intent  and  SWPPP  must  be  filed  for  all  new 
construction  activities  that  disturb  1  or  more  acre. 

3.2. 8.4  Electrical  System 

The  Bonneville  Power  Administration,  through  Avista  Utilities,  provides  electrical  service  to 
Eairchild  AEB  through  two  substations  (north  and  south).  Historic  load  data  from  October  2001 
to  September  2002  show  a  maximum  peak  loading  of  about  10.8  megawatts  during  the  summer. 
Winter  peak  loading  is  slightly  lower  than  summer  peak  loading.  Average  daily  electric  demand 
for  this  same  period  was  180  MWH  per  day  based  on  annual  demand  of  65,700  MWH.  The  north 
and  south  substations  have  the  capability  to  provide  redundant  power  for  the  entire  base  with  the 
exception  of  limited  “load  shedding”  of  non-critical  mission  requirements  during  peak  loading 
periods.  There  are  projects  programmed  to  increase  the  size  of  the  north  substation  and  increase 
electrical  conductor  sizes  at  critical  points  to  eliminate  load  shedding  for  redundant  capability.  In 
2010,  the  Eairchild  AFB  electrical  system  was  rated  as  “adequate.”  In  addition,  the  base  has 
adequate  backup  power  systems  to  support  priority  facilities  as  outlined  in  the  base  Contingency 
Response  Plan  (USAF  2003a). 

3. 2. 8. 5  Natural  Gas  System 

The  natural  gas  system  at  Fairchild  AFB  has  been  privatized  and  is  supplied  by  Avista  Utilities 
through  natural  gas  lines  that  are  owned  by  two  different  contractors,  Honeywell  and  Avista.  The 
natural  gas  piping  that  was  installed  under  the  Honeywell  Energy  Saving  Performance  Contract 
will  be  conveyed  to  Avista  Utilities  in  the  near  future.  The  natural  gas  system  is  considered 
adequate  to  meet  current  mission  requirements  (USAE  2012b).  The  natural  gas  system  does  not 
represent  a  constraint  to  the  future  development  on  Eairchild  AEB. 

3. 2. 8. 6  Solid  Waste  Management 

All  municipal  solid  waste  and  C&D  waste  generated  at  Eairchild  AEB  is  collected  and  transported 
off  base  by  a  local  qualified  contractor.  Depending  on  the  type  of  solid  waste,  waste  is  either  taken 
to  the  Spokane  Regional  Waste  to  Energy  Eacility  or  the  Graham  Road  Landfill.  With  a  disposal 
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area  of  approximately  300  acres,  the  landfill  accepts  approximately  122,000  tons  of  solid  waste 
annually  and  has  a  projected  remaining  life  of  103  years  (Waste  Management  2013).  Fairchild  AFB 
also  has  a  very  active  recycling  program.  C&D  contractors  are  required  to  recycle  C&D  debris  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable  to  ensure  that  Fairchild  AFB  meets  the  DoD  goal  of  a  60  percent 
C&D  diversion  rate  by  2015.  All  non-recyclable  C&D  waste  is  collected  in  a  dumpster  until 
removal.  C&D  waste  contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  LBP,  or  other  undesirable 
components  is  managed  in  accordance  with  AFI 32-7042  and  AFI 32-7086  (USAF  2012c). 

3.2. 8.7  Transportation 

Regional  access  to  Fairchild  AFB  is  provided  by  1-90,  U.S.  Highway  2  (U.S.  2),  and  State 
Highway  902.  Figure  2-8  displays  the  primary  routes  and  regional  transportation  network  in  the 
vicinity  of  Fairchild  AFB.  1-90  extends  east- west  and  is  located  approximately  2  miles  from  the 
southern  boundary  of  the  base.  U.S.  2  extends  east-west  through  the  length  of  Washington  State, 
entering  from  Idaho  to  the  east  and  continuing  through  the  state  until  the  City  of  Everett,  near  the 
Puget  Sound.  At  the  entry  point  for  Fairchild  AFB,  U.S.  2  had  an  average  daily  traffic  volume  of 
16,000  vehicles  per  day  (WA  DOT  2013).  At  points  just  to  the  east  and  west  of  the  exit  for 
U.S.  2,  1-90  has  average  daily  traffic  volumes  of  approximately  67,000  and  36,000  vehicles  per 
day,  respectively  (WA  DOT  2013).  Highway  902  follows  along  Fairchild’s  southernmost 
boundary  and  provides  residents  of  Medical  Lake  easy  access  to  the  Thorpe/Rambo  Gate  during 
the  morning  and  evening  rush  hours. 

Though  there  is  not  a  direct  link  to  Fairchild  AFB,  Burlington  Northern  Santa  Fe  Railway 
operates  a  rail  line  that  passes  just  outside  the  northwest  boundary  of  the  base.  Amtrak  provides 
regional  passenger  rail  service  by  way  of  the  Empire  Builder  line,  with  a  stop  in  Spokane. 
Regional  bus  service  is  provided  by  Greyhound  with  a  stop  in  Spokane,  in  proximity  to  the  train 
station.  Spokane  Transit  Authority  provides  public  transportation  within  the  City  of  Spokane  and 
includes  stops  at  the  Spokane  International  Airport,  the  Main  Gate  at  Eairchild  AEB,  and  the 
base  Exchange/Commissary  (Spokane  Transit  Authority  2013).  Commercial  airline  service  is 
available  at  Spokane  International  Airport  with  access  to  seven  national  and  regional  carriers. 

3. 2. 8.7.1  Gate  Access 

Vehicle  access  to  the  base  is  provided  through  three  primary  gates:  the  Main  Gate,  Rambo  Gate, 
and  Thorpe  Gate.  The  Main  Gate  is  located  at  the  northern  end  of  the  base  on  Mitchell  Street  just 
off  of  U.S.  2  and  is  open  24  hours  daily.  The  Rambo  Gate  is  located  on  the  east  side  of  the  base 
on  South  Rambo  Road  and  is  only  for  commercial  vehicles  and  ID  card  holders  (6:00  A.M.  to 
8:00  A.M.  [inbound  only]  and  4:00  P.M.  to  6:00  P.M.  [outbound  only]).  Rambo  Gate  is  manned 
from  6:00  A.M.  to  6:00  P.M.  Monday  through  Eriday  and  is  closed  on  holidays.  Thorpe  Gate  is 
located  on  the  southeastern  part  of  the  base  and  serves  personnel  working  in  the  southern  part  of 
the  base,  as  well  as  personnel  living  in  off-base  communities,  such  as  the  cities  of  Cheney  and 
Medical  Lake.  Thorpe  Gate  is  open  6:00  A.M.  to  8:00  A.M.  (inbound  only)  and  4:00  P.M  to 
6:00  P.M.  (outbound  only)  Monday  through  Eriday  for  ID  card  holders  only.  McEarland  Gate 
and  Graham  Gate  are  located  on  the  west  side  of  the  base  but  are  only  used  as  contingency  gates. 
Welcome  Road  and  Bartholomew  Road  gates  are  on  unimproved  base  roads  but  can  provide 
ingress/egress  in  an  emergency  (Eairchild  AEB  2010a). 

3. 2. 8.7. 2  On-Base  Traffic  Circulation 

The  roads  on  Fairchild  AFB  meet  the  base’s  needs  (Fairchild  AFB  2010a).  The  primary  arterial 
roads  moving  traffic  onto  and  off  of  the  base  are  Mitchell  Drive,  Bong  Street,  and 
Fairchild  Highway.  All  other  roads  feed  into  these  two  primary  roads.  The  main  secondary  roads 
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include  Strategic  Air  Command  Boulevard,  West  Castle  Street,  Arnold  Street,  and  O’Malley 
Avenue.  Under  normal  conditions,  the  roads  serving  Fairchild  AFB  adequately  handle  traffic 
loads.  Two  areas  that  require  attention  are  the  Main  Gate  and  the  intersection  of  Poplar  Street  at 
Mitchell  Drive.  The  intersection  does  not  flow  well  during  the  afternoon  peak  travel  time  due  to 
traffic  exiting  from  family  housing  and  traffic  departing  the  base.  There  is  no  control  device  at 
the  intersection,  and  traffic  on  Poplar  Street  must  wait  for  breaks  in  traffic  along  Mitchell  Drive 
(USAF  2012b).  In  2008,  a  traffic  circulation  study  was  conducted  for  the  base.  For  the  Poplar 
Street  and  Mitchell  Drive  intersection,  the  study  recommended  restricting  flow  to  right  in/right 
out  only  on  Poplar  Street.  As  for  the  Main  Gate,  there  are  no  calming  lanes  on  the  outbound  side. 
Under  normal  security  levels,  the  gate  operates  at  an  acceptable  level.  However,  when  threat 
conditions  are  raised,  jersey  barriers  are  put  in  a  serpentine  pattern  in  the  outbound  lane  to 
prevent  incursion  from  off-base  threats.  Traffic  backups  do  occur,  filling  up  the  outbound  lane. 
Calming  lanes  on  the  outbound  side  have  been  identified  as  a  potential  solution  to  alleviate  this 
problem. 

3.2.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3.2.9. 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  used  by  USAF  and  contractor  personnel  at  Fairchild  AFB  are  managed  in 
accordance  with  HMMP  and  controlled  through  three  HAZMARTs  (Fairchild  AFB  2012c)  that  are 
part  of  the  Fairchild  AFB  P2  program.  The  HMMP  serves  as  the  governing  policy  for  how  base 
maintenance  shops  acquire,  track,  and  dispose  of  hazardous  materials,  along  with  preventing, 
preparing  for,  and  responding  to  the  potential  small-scale  release  of  hazardous  materials. 

The  three  HAZMARTs  on  Fairchild  include  (1)  the  primary  HAZMART  operated  under  a 
no-cost  contract  with  Envision,  (2)  the  Government- Operated  Civil  Engineer  Supply  Store,  and 
(3)  the  Medical  Group,  Medical  Eogistics  Supply.  As  part  of  the  overall  P2  program,  the 
HAZMARTs  provide  centralized  management  of  the  procurement,  handling,  storage,  and 
issuance  of  hazardous  materials  and  tum-in,  recovery,  reuse,  or  recycling  of  hazardous  materials 
(Eairchild  AEB  2008b).  Proper  hazardous  materials  management  will  minimize  chemical 
exposure  to  employees,  reduce  potential  environmental  impacts,  and  reduce  costs  for  material 
purchasing  and  waste  disposal. 

3.2.9. 1 . 1  Aboveground  and  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

Because  the  USEPA  made  a  determination,  in  the  form  of  a  letter,  that  there  are  no  pathways  for  an 
oil  spill  to  potentially  reach  navigable  water  or  other  sensitive  areas  as  listed  in  40  CER  112,  an 
SPCC  Plan  or  ERP  is  not  required  for  Eairchild  AEB  (USEPA  1997).  The  Comprehensive 
Emergency  Management  Plan  (CEMP)  addresses  roles,  responsibilities,  and  response  actions  for 
all  major  accidents,  including  major  spills  (Eairchild  AEB  2010b). 

Eairchild  AEB  has  seven  ASTs  with  capacities  greater  than  10,000  gallons.  These  ASTs  are 
located  at  the  bulk  fuel  storage  area  and  are  used  to  store  Jet-A  (with  additives)  (JAA)  and 
aircraft  deicing  chemicals.  Eairchild  AEB  also  manages  23  USTs.  The  total  JAA  storage  capacity 
at  Eairchild  AEB  is  approximately  4,600,000  gallons  (Eairchild  AEB  2008a).  Eairchild  AEB  used 
approximately  14,900,000  gallons  of  JAA  in  2012.  Eairchild  AEB  receives  fuel  through  a 
commercial  pipeline  and  commercial  tank  truck.  JAA  is  delivered  to  the  flightline  through  two 
Type  III  hydrant-refueling  systems  (Eairchild  AEB  2010b). 
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3.2. 9. 1.2  Toxic  Substances 

The  Asbestos  Management  Plan  establishes  management  responsibilities,  procedures,  and  details 
regarding  how  the  base  will  carry  out  ACM-related  work  (Fairchild  AFB  2011a).  The  elements 
of  any  ACM  abatement  work  are  survey,  notification,  personnel  training,  work  practices/control 
of  emissions,  disposal,  and  record  keeping.  The  CE  squadron  maintains  a  permanent  file 
documenting  asbestos  activities.  All  proposed  facility  construction,  repair,  maintenance, 
demolition,  and  renovation  or  self-help  projects  will  be  reviewed,  to  the  extent  possible,  to 
identify  the  presence  of  ACM  prior  to  work  beginning.  Work  on  ACM  projects  will  only  be 
performed  by  individuals  with  current  certificates  of  training  in  accordance  with  OSHA  and 
USEPA  standards.  The  Spokane  Regional  Clean  Air  Agency  administers  the  asbestos  program  in 
Spokane  County  (SRCAA  2013a).  Eor  any  project  on  base,  ACM  wastes  are  removed  by  the 
contractor  and  handled  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  Eederal,  state,  and  local  regulations  at 
a  waste  disposal  site  authorized  to  accept  such  waste. 

The  Eairchild  APB  Eead  Exposure  and  Eead-Based  Paint  Management  Plan  is  designed  to 
establish  management  responsibilities  and  procedures  for  identifying  and  controlling  hazards 
related  to  the  presence  of  EBP  (Eairchild  APB  2011b).  The  plan  establishes  and  describes  the 
organizational  roles  and  responsibilities,  program  development,  management  actions,  data 
management,  and  training.  EBP  surveys  are  conducted  by  contractors  prior  to  any  renovation  or 
demolition  projects  at  pre-1980  facilities  at  Eairchild  APB.  The  base  complies  with  all  Eederal, 
state,  and  local  requirements  regarding  EBP,  EBP  activities,  and  EBP  hazards. 

A  PCB  survey  was  completed  at  Eairchild  APB;  the  only  remaining  PCBs  are  potentially  in 
fluorescent  light  ballasts  in  structures  constructed  prior  to  1979  (Potter  2013). 

Based  on  the  results  of  the  Radon  Assessment  and  Mitigation  Program  of  1987,  Eairchild  APB 
has  been  determined  to  be  at  a  medium  risk  for  indoor  radon  levels  and  is  subject  to  the 
applicable  requirements  outlined  in  API  48-148,  Ionizing  Radiation  Protection. 

3.2. 9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

Eairchild  APB  is  classified  as  an  EQG.  Typical  hazardous  wastes  generated  during  operations 
and  maintenance  activities  include  flammable  solvents,  contaminated  fuels  and  lubricants, 
paint/coating,  stripping  chemicals,  waste  oils,  waste  paint-related  materials,  and  other 
miscellaneous  wastes. 

Hazardous  wastes  at  Eairchild  APB  are  managed  in  accordance  with  the  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Plan  (Eairchild  APB  2011c).  This  plan  covers  the  control  and  management  of 
hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  the  material  becomes  a  hazardous  waste  to  the  point  of  ultimate 
disposal,  as  required  by  Eederal  and  state  laws  and  regulations.  In  2012,  the  base  generated 
approximately  31,000  pounds  of  hazardous  waste,  which  was  disposed  of  at  off-base  permitted 
disposal  facilities. 

3.2.9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

There  are  89  ERP  sites  and  two  areas  of  concern  at  Eairchild  APB  that  are  administered  in 
accordance  with  the  Management  Action  Plan.  The  Management  Action  Plan  describes  the 
integrated,  coordinated  approach  of  conducting  the  ERP  activities  required  (Eairchild 
APB  2013).  Environmental  response  actions  are  planned  and  executed  under  the  ERP  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  (CERCLA)  and  other  applicable  laws.  Fairchild  AFB  was  listed  on  USEPA’s 
National  Priorities  List  in  March  of  1989. 
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3.2.10  Socioeconomics 

Socioeconomics  refers  to  features  or  characteristics  of  the  social  and  economic  environment.  The 
main  concern  for  socioeconomic  resources  is  the  change  in  personnel  at  Fairchild  AFB 
associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  that  could  potentially  impact  population, 
employment,  earnings,  housing,  education,  and  public  services.  Spokane  County,  Washington,  is 
the  ROI  for  this  analysis. 

3.2.10.1  Baseline  Conditions 

3.2.10.1.1  Population 

In  2010,  the  population  of  Spokane  County  totaled  471,221  persons  (U.S.  Census  2010d). 
Between  2000  and  2010,  the  ROI  population  increased  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  1.2  percent, 
with  a  total  increase  of  approximately  53,282  persons  (U.S.  Census  2000d,  2010d).  The  City  of 
Spokane,  the  most  populated  city  in  Spokane  County  and  the  county  seat,  experienced  an  annual 
0.7  percent  increase  over  the  10-year  period  (U.S.  Census  2000e,  2010e).  The  population  in 
Washington  totaled  6,724,540  persons  in  2010,  and  increased  at  an  average  annual  growth  rate  of 
1.3  percent  between  2000  and  2010  (U.S.  Census  2000f,  2010f)  (see  Table  3-16). 


Table  3-16.  Population  for  the  City  of  Spokane,  Spokane  County,  and  Washington 


Location 

2000 

2010 

Annual  Percent  Change 
(2000-2010) 

City  of  Spokane 

195,629 

208,916 

0.7% 

Spokane  County 

417,939 

471,221 

1.2% 

W  ashington 

5,894,121 

6,724,540 

1.3% 

Source:  U.S.  Census  2000d,  2000e,  2000f,  2010d,  2010e,  2010f. 


As  shown  in  Table  2-10,  Fairchild  AFB  has  a  total  work  force  of  4,486.  This  includes  3,334  full¬ 
time  military  personnel,  531  DoD  civilians,  and  621  other  base  personnel.  In  addition,  there  are 
3,906  military  dependents  and  family  members  associated  with  the  full-time  military  personnel. 
Approximately  1,947  part-time  Guardsmen  are  also  located  at  Fairchild  AFB,  but  because  they 
are  not  considered  full-time,  they  were  not  considered  part  of  the  work  force  for  this  analysis. 

3.2. 10. 1.2  Economic  Activity  (Employment  and  Earnings) 

In  2011,  the  most  recent  data  available,  employment  in  Spokane  County  totaled  264,706  jobs 
(BEA  2012).  The  largest  employment  sectors  in  Spokane  County  were  government 
(14.9  percent),  followed  by  health  care  and  social  assistance  (14.4  percent)  and  retail  trade 
(11.6  percent)  (BEA  2012).  Construction  accounted  for  5  percent  of  total  employment.  In  2012, 
the  unemployment  rate  in  Spokane  County  was  8.6  percent  (BES  2013a).  The  county 
unemployment  rate  was  higher  than  the  state  (8.2  percent)  and  the  Nation  (8.1  percent) 
(BES  2013b).  As  of  April  2013,  the  monthly  unemployment  rate  (not  seasonally  adjusted)  for 
Spokane  County  was  estimated  at  7.5  percent  (BES  2013c). 

Eairchild  AEB  is  an  important  contributor  to  the  Spokane  County  economy  through  employment 
of  military  and  civilian  personnel  and  expenditures  for  goods  and  services.  The  total  economic 
impact  of  the  base  on  the  surrounding  communities  between  October  2011  and  September  2012 
was  $461,312,652.  The  payroll  for  military,  DoD  civilians,  and  other  base  personnel  was 
$226,010,439.  An  estimated  $23,540,250  worth  of  MIECON  also  occurred  on  base  in  2011 
(Eairchild  AEB  201  Id). 
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3.2.10.1.3  Housing 

Table  3-17  presents  census-derived  housing  data  for  the  City  of  Spokane  and  Spokane  County. 
In  2010,  Spokane  County  had  201,434  total  housing  units,  of  which  7.1  percent  (14,267  units) 
were  vacant  (U.S.  Census  2010d).  Approximately  47  percent  of  the  total  housing  units  located  in 
Spokane  County  are  within  the  City  of  Spokane.  Of  those  housing  units  in  the  city, 
approximately  7.4  percent  (7,020)  were  vacant  at  the  time  of  the  2010  Census  (U.S.  Census 
2010e).  Of  the  vacant  housing  units  in  the  city  and  county,  almost  half  were  available  for  rent. 


Table  3-17.  Housing  Data  for  the  City  of  Spokane  and  Spokane  County 


Location 

Housing  Units 

Occupied 

Vacant 

For  Rent 

City  of  Spokane 

94,291 

87,271 

7,020 

3,277 

Spokane  County 

201,434 

187,167 

14,267 

6,047 

Source:  U.S.  Census  2010d,  2010e. 


There  are  three  housing  options  available  at  Fairchild  AFB:  privatized  housing,  unaccompanied 
housing,  and  housing  in  the  local  community.  Military  family  housing  at  Fairchild  AFB  is  privatized 
and  owned  by  Balfour  Beatty  Communities.  There  are  four  neighborhoods  with  a  total  of  641  single¬ 
family  homes  on  Fairchild  AFB,  with  a  current  occupancy  rate  of  97  percent  (USAF  2013e). 

There  are  10  dormitories  with  a  total  of  472  dormitory  units  for  unaccompanied  Airmen  in  the 
rank  of  E-1  to  E-4  with  less  than  3  years  of  service  on  Eairchild  AEB  (USAE  2013e).  Housing  in 
the  local  community  is  available  for  unaccompanied  Airmen  in  the  ranks  of  E-4  with  3  or  more 
years  of  service. 

3.2.10.E4  Education 

Spokane  County  is  located  in  Educational  Service  District  lOE  There  are  289  school  districts 
within  Educational  Service  District  101.  Spokane  County  includes  parts  of,  or  all  of,  18  different 
school  districts.  There  are  five  school  districts  located  in  the  City  of  Spokane.  The  Spokane 
Public  School  District  is  the  largest  school  district  in  eastern  Washington  and  the  second  largest 
in  Washington,  with  34  elementary  schools,  six  middle  schools,  and  five  high  schools.  Total 
enrollment  in  the  Spokane  Public  School  District  during  the  2012-2013  school  year  was 
approximately  29,275  students  and  1,758  classroom  teachers,  for  a  student-to-teacher  ratio  of 
16.6:1  (Spokane  District  Schools  2013).  The  average  class  size  for  general  education,  as  defined 
by  the  Washington  State  Eegislature,  is  25.23  for  kindergarten  through  third  grade,  and  ranges 
from  27-28.7  for  fourth  grade  and  up  (Washington  State  Eegislature  201 1). 

There  is  one  elementary  school  located  on  the  base.  The  Michael  Anderson  Elementary  School  is 
for  children  in  pre -kindergarten  through  fifth  grade  and  is  part  of  the  Medical  Eake  School 
District.  There  are  three  elementary  schools,  one  middle  school,  one  high  school,  and  one 
alternative  high  school  in  the  district.  As  of  May  2012,  there  were  1,916  students  enrolled  in  the 
district  and  110  classroom  teachers,  for  a  student-to-teacher  ratio  of  17.4:1  (OSPI  2012).  During 
the  same  time,  there  were  436  students  enrolled  in  Michael  Anderson  Elementary  School  and 
28  classroom  teachers,  for  a  student-to-teacher  ratio  of  15.6:1  (OSPI  2012). 

3.2.10.1.5  Public  Services 

Public  services  in  Spokane  County  include  law  enforcement,  fire  protection,  emergency  medical 
services,  and  medical  services.  The  Spokane  County  Sheriffs  Department  provides  law  enforcement 
services  for  the  county  and  employs  approximately  242  officers  (Spokane  County  2007).  In  addition 
to  the  Sheriffs  Department,  there  are  numerous  law  enforcement  agencies  in  the  area. 
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Spokane  County  has  7  municipal  fire  departments  and  1 1  fire  districts  that  provide  service  to  the 
county.  Spokane  Emergency  Management  provides  emergency  management  services  for  all 
cities,  towns,  and  unincorporated  areas  in  Spokane  County  (Spokane  County  2012).  The  closest 
emergency  rooms  are  at  Providence  Sacred  Heart  Medical  Center  and  Deaconess  Medical 
Center,  both  about  20  minutes  away  in  Spokane. 

3.2.10.1.6  Base  Services 

The  92nd  Medical  Group  is  an  outpatient  clinic  that  offers  a  dedicated  primary  care  team 
approach  to  help  prevent  illness,  treat  injuries,  and  promote  healthy  lifestyle  changes  for  more 
than  11,000  beneficiaries,  including  active-duty  members,  retirees,  and  their  families. 

Other  base  services  include  dining  facilities,  recreation  and  fitness  centers,  and  youth  and  family 
services.  Dining  facilities  include  the  Roger  A.  Ross  and  Warrior  Dining  Facilities.  Recreation 
facilities  include  an  aquatic  center,  bowling  lanes,  and  a  fitness  center.  Youth  and  family  services 
on  base  include  a  CDC,  family  child  care,  a  youth  center,  a  preteen  center,  and  a  teen  center.  The 
CDC  serves  over  200  children  six  weeks  old  through  kindergarten  (92nd  ESS  2013). 

3.2.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Spokane  County,  Washington,  represents  the  region  of  comparison  for  evaluating 
disproportionate  effects  (in  Chapter  4)  on  populations  of  concern  for  environmental  justice  and 
for  children.  Table  3-18  shows  that  the  proportion  of  minority  persons  in  Spokane  County  is 
much  lower  than  the  State  of  Washington  and  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  Eow-income  persons 
compose  a  slightly  higher  proportion  of  the  county’s  population  than  in  the  State  of  Washington, 
but  the  county’s  proportion  is  typical  of  the  Nation’s.  The  proportion  of  children  in  the  county 
population  is  similar  to  that  in  the  State  of  Washington  and  the  Nation. 


Table  3-18,  Characterization  of  Environmental  Justice  Populations  for  Fairchild  AFB 


Location 

Total  Population 

Minority 

Low-Income" 

Youth 

Number 

Percent 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Spokane  County 

471,221 

62,592 

13.28% 

14.40% 

109,502 

23.24% 

Washington 

6,724,540 

1,847,736 

27.48% 

12.50% 

1,581,354 

23.52% 

United  States 

308,745,538 

111,927,986 

36.25% 

14.30% 

74,181,467 

24.03% 

“  2007-201 1  estimate;  all  other  values  based  on  2010  census. 
Source;  U.S.  Census  2010d,  2010f,  2012. 


Final 


3-43 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


THIS  PAGE  INTENTIONALLY  LEFT  BLANK 


Final 


3-44 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


3.3  GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE 

This  section  of  Chapter  3  describes  the  baseline  conditions  of  the  environmental  resources 
anticipated  to  be  affected  by  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 
and,  when  applicable,  in  areas  surrounding  the  base.  The  baseline  resource  conditions  are  described 
to  the  level  of  detail  necessary  to  support  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  that  could  result  from 
implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB. 

3.3.1  Noise 

Noise,  which  is  defined  as  unwanted  sound,  has  the  potential  to  affect  several  resource  areas 
evaluated  in  this  Final  EIS.  Background  information  on  the  regulatory  setting  and  methodology 
for  noise  is  contained  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Sections  B.I.2  and  B.I.3. 

3. 3. 1.1  Base-Affected  Environment 

The  current  mission  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  described  in  Section  2.4.3  and  includes  the  Predator, 
Predator  B,  and  Global  Hawk  remotely  piloted  aircraft  (RPA).  Table  3-19  shows  noise  levels  of  the 
aircraft  currently  based  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  at  different  heights  above  the  ground  during  landings 
and  takeoffs.  Aircraft  flying  at  higher  altitudes  may  have  slightly  lower  noise  levels  than  shown  in 
Table  3-19  because  flaps  and  gear  may  not  be  deployed  as  they  would  when  in  landing  or  takeoff 
configurations.  The  noise  levels  in  this  table  are  presented  as  SELs  (in  dB),  which  are  the  sum  of 
sound  energy  during  the  noise  event. 


Table  3-19.  Aircraft  Noise  Levels  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 


Aircraft 

Power 

Setting 

SEL  at  Overflight  Distance  (in  dB) 

250  feet 

500  feet 

1,000  feet 

2,000  feet 

5,000  feet 

10,000  feet 

Landing 

Predator  (MQ-1) 

50%  RPM 

77 

73 

68 

63 

56 

49 

Predator  B  (MQ-9) 

50%  RPM 

82 

78 

73 

68 

60 

53 

Global  Hawk  (RQ-4) 

87%  RPM 

101 

97 

92 

86 

78 

70 

Takeoff 

Predator  (MQ-1) 

100%  RPM 

87 

82 

78 

72 

65 

58 

Predator  B  (MQ-9) 

100%  RPM 

85 

81 

76 

72 

65 

58 

Global  Hawk  (RQ-4) 

100%  RPM 

117 

113 

108 

102 

93 

85 

Note:  Aircraft  airspeed  is  160  knots.  Aircraft  operate  at  various  airspeeds  in  and  around  the  airfield. 

Key:  Power  Unit:  RPM  -  revolutions  per  minute 

Source:  NOISEMAP  7.2  Maximum  Omega  10  Results;  T-41  used  as  surrogate  noise  source  for  MQ-1;  Cessna  441  used  as  surrogate  noise 


source  for  MQ-9  (noise  reduced  3  dB  to  account  for  one  TPE331  engine  on  MQ-9  rather  than  two  on  Cessna  441);  T-45  used  as  surrogate 
noise  source  for  RQ-4. 


Of  the  14,946  annual  operations  conducted  at  Grand  Forks  AFB,  24  percent  occur  at  night  between 
10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  Due  to  the  potential  for  night  noise  to  be  particularly  intrusive,  noise 
events  occurring  during  this  time  period  are  assessed  a  10  dB  penalty  when  calculating  DNE. 

Figure  3-3  shows  noise  contours  reflecting  current  operations  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  that  were 
calculated  using  NOISEMAP  (Version  7.2).  As  a  point  of  reference.  Figure  3-3  also  shows  the 
65  dB  DNE  noise  contours  published  in  the  2010  EIS  for  the  BRAG  Beddown  and  Flight 
Operations  of  Remotely  Piloted  Aircraft  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  (USAF  2010c). 
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Figure  3-3,  Grand  Forks  AFB  Baseline  Noise  Contours 
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Differences  between  baseline  noise  contours  and  those  published  in  the  2010  EIS  are  a  result  of 
an  update  of  operations  data  and  changes  in  noise  modeling  methods.  Operations  data  were 
updated  based  on  interviews  with  pilots,  maintainers,  and  air  traffic  control  personnel  in 
March  2013.  Noise  contours  included  in  the  2010  EIS  were  calculated  using  NOISEMAP  in 
conjunction  with  the  program  Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM).  To  maintain  consistency  of 
methods,  baseline  noise  levels  were  calculated  using  NOISEMAP.  Baseline  noise  levels  were 
also  calculated  accounting  for  the  effects  of  local  terrain  (e.g.,  hills  and  valleys)  and  ground 
impedance  (e.g.,  grass  absorbs  sound  energy  to  a  greater  degree  than  water). 

Table  3-20  shows  that  no  land  or  off-base  residents  are  exposed  to  noise  greater  than 
65  dB  DNE.  It  is  widely  accepted  that  65  dB  DNE  is  the  noise  level  at  which  a  substantial 
percentage  of  the  population  can  be  expected  to  be  annoyed,  and  this  has  been  accepted  by  the 
USAE  and  several  other  Eederal  agencies  as  the  level  above  which  noise-sensitive  land  uses  are 
not  considered  compatible  (see  Section  3.3.7  and  Volume  II,  Appendix  C  ,  Section  C.I.3.I).  Per 
DoD  policy,  the  80  dB  DNE  noise  contour  is  used  to  identify  populations  most  at  risk  of 
potential  hearing  loss  (USD  2009).  If  no  residence  or  populated  area  is  within  the  80  dB  DNE 
contour,  then  no  further  risk  assessment  is  warranted.  Aircraft  noise  levels  of  80  dB  DNE  or 
greater  do  not  occur  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB  under  current  conditions.  The  risk  of  hearing  loss 
among  workers  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB  is  assessed  and  managed  in  accordance  with  DoD,  OSHA, 
and  NIOSH  regulations  regarding  occupational  noise  exposure. 


Table  3-20,  Population  and  Acreage  Affected  Under  Noise  Contours  Near  Grand  Forks 

AFB,  Baseline  Conditions 


Noise  Level  (dB  DNL) 

Baseline  Conditions 

Off-Base  Population 

Off-Base  Acres 

On-Base  Acres 

65-69 

0 

0 

341 

70-74 

0 

0 

114 

75-79 

0 

0 

10 

80-84 

0 

0 

0 

>85 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

0 

0 

465 

Note:  Population  estimates  were  made  based  on  2010  U.S.  Census  Bureau  data.  The  number  of  persons  currently  residing  in  affected  areas  may 


differ  from  what  has  been  stated. 


Table  3-21  presents  noise  conditions  at  several  representative  locations  in  the  area  surrounding 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  The  representative  locations  depicted  on  Figure  3-3  were  established  based  on 
central  points  of  U.S.  Census  subdivisions,  and  therefore  do  not  represent  a  specific  noise-sensitive 
receptor.  The  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  representative  locations  are  expected  to  experience  similar 
aircraft  noise  levels.  None  of  the  11  locations  studied  experience  noise  levels  greater  than 
65  dB  DNE.  At  the  locations  surveyed,  based  Global  Hawk  departure  and  pattern  operations  and 
transient  aircraft  (i.e.,  KC-lOA  or  KC-135)  departure  operations  are  the  operations  types 
generating  the  highest  SEEs.  A  more  detailed  description  of  operations  generating  the  highest 
SEEs  can  be  found  in  Table  C-1-3  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-I. 

In  accordance  with  AFI  13-201,  base  flying  procedures  have  been  designed  to  minimize  impacts 
on  the  surrounding  community  while  maximizing  operational  capacity  and  flexibility. 
Grand  Forks  AFB  aircraft  should  avoid  flying  over  the  base  housing  area  below  2,400  feet  MSE, 
with  the  exception  of  approved  overflights  for  photos  or  mosquito  spraying,  and  aircraft  should 
avoid  flying  over  the  City  of  Grand  Forks  below  5,000  feet  MSE.  There  has  not  been  a  noise 
complaint  in  the  community  around  Grand  Forks  AFB  in  the  last  10  years. 
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Table  3-21.  Grand  Forks  AFB  Representative  Locations  Under  Baseline  Conditions 


Location  ID 

Baseline  Conditions 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs  (dB)“ 

1 

53 

91-97 

2 

54 

93-97 

3 

54 

90-97 

4 

49 

81-93 

5 

55 

93-98 

6 

47 

80-92 

7 

46 

78-85 

8 

49 

80-93 

9 

50 

87-96 

10 

53 

89-96 

11 

54 

85-97 

‘Top  5  SELs’  refers  to  the  range  of  loudest  five  event  types  experienced  at  the  location  (see  Volume  II, 
Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-1). 


3.3.2  Air  Quality 

Air  emissions  produced  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  mainly  would  affect  air  quality  within  Grand  Forks  County.  In  North  Dakota, 
the  North  Dakota  Department  of  Health  (NDDH)  is  responsible  for  enforcing  air  pollution 
regulations.  The  NDDH  uses  the  NAAQS  to  regulate  air  quality  within  North  Dakota  and 
establishes  state  standards  with  concentrations  that  are  at  least  as  restrictive  as  the  NAAQS 
(NDDH  2011).  Additional  background  information  on  the  CAA,  the  NAAQS,  and  the 
North  Dakota  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NDAAQS)  is  contained  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  B,  Section  B.2.  Information  on  regional  climate  is  contained  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  D,  Section  D.3. 

The  NDDH  Division  of  Air  Quality  enforces  the  NAAQS  and  NDAAQS  by  monitoring  state¬ 
wide  air  quality  and  developing  rules  to  regulate  and  permit  stationary  sources  of  air  emissions. 
The  Air  Pollution  Control  Rules  for  the  State  of  North  Dakota  are  found  in  Article  33-15  of  the 
North  Dakota  Century  Code,  Chapter  23-25.  Grand  Forks  AFB  currently  operates  under  a 
Division  of  Air  Quality  Title  V  permit. 

3.3.2. 1  Region  of  Influence  and  Existing  Air  Quality 

Air  emissions  produced  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  would  primarily  affect  air  quality  within  Grand  Forks  County.  Due  to  lack  of 
substantial  air  emission  sources  within  the  region.  Grand  Forks  County  is  in  attainment  of  the 
NAAQS  and  NDAAQS  for  all  pollutants  (NDDH  2012a). 

3.3.2. 1 . 1  Regional  Air  Emissions 

Table  3-22  summarizes  estimates  of  the  annual  emissions  generated  by  Grand  Forks  County  in 
CY  2008  (USEPA  2013a).  The  majority  of  emissions  within  the  region  occur  from  (1)  on-road 
and  nonroad  mobile  sources  (VOCs,  CO,  and  NOx),  (2)  solvent/surface  coating  usages  (VOCs), 
and  (3)  fugitive  dust  from  unpaved  roads  and  agricultural  tillage  (PM10/PM2.5). 
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Table  3-22.  Annual  Emissions  for  Grand  Forks  County,  North  Dakota,  CY  2008 


Source  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMi« 

PM2.5 

C02e  (mt) 

Stationary  Sources 

7,119 

2,564 

1,087 

647 

14,451 

2,608 

2,141 

Mobile  Sources 

1,083 

11,678 

2,968 

37 

219 

180 

477,022 

Total 

8,202 

14,242 

4,054 

684 

14,670 

2,788 

479,163 

Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 
Source:  USEPA  2013a. 


3. 3. 2. 1.2  Grand  Forks  AFB  Emissions 

Operational  emissions  due  to  existing  operations  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  occur  from  (1)  RPA 
operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing,  (2)  AGE,  (3)  GMVs  and  POVs,  (4)  offsite  POV 
commutes,  (5)  nonroad  mobile  equipment,  (6)  mobile  fuel  transfer  operations,  and  (7)  stationary 
and  area  sources.  Table  3-23  summarizes  the  most  recent  estimate  of  annual  operational 
emissions  that  occurred  at  Grand  Porks  APB  (CY  2012).  Data  needed  to  calculate  existing 
emissions  at  Grand  Porks  APB  were  obtained  from  (1)  the  project  noise  analyses  for  aircraft 
operations,  (2)  the  2011  Actual  and  Potential  Air  Emissions  Inventory  for  Grand  Forks  Air 
Force  Base  (Sullivan-Weston  Services  JVA,  PEC  2012),  and  (3)  activity  data  collected  for  2012 
operations.  Due  to  missing  data,  CY  2012  emissions  for  aircraft  engine  maintenance/testing, 
AGE,  GMVs,  and  nonroad  equipment  were  estimated  by  factoring  data  used  for  the  2012 
Pairchild  APB  emissions  inventory.  Emission  factors  used  to  calculate  combustive  emissions  for 
the  KC-135  aircraft  were  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  CPM  International  for  the 
CPM56-2B1  engine  (ICAO  2013a).  The  data  in  Table  3-23  also  are  used  to  estimate  non-aircraft 
source  emissions  for  the  future  project  scenarios  at  Grand  Porks  APB.  Volume  II,  Appendix  D, 
Section  D.3,  of  this  Pinal  EIS  includes  estimations  of  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  HAPs,  and 
GHGs  from  existing  sources  at  Grand  Porks  APB. 


Table  3-23,  Annual  Emissions  from  Existing  Operations  at  Grand  Forks  AFB,  CY  2012 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e  (mt) 

RPA  Operations 

0.56 

2.48 

12.73 

1.04 

0.23 

0.23 

2,910 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.52 

1.90 

1.18 

0.12 

0.29 

0.29 

199 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
Unmanned  Aircraft  System 

0.17 

0.71 

0.80 

0.10 

0.02 

0.02 

290 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.06 

0.44 

0.52 

0.01 

0.07 

0.06 

63 

GM Vs/Nonroad  Equipment 

0.02 

0.32 

0.42 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

84 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  On 

Base 

0.28 

9.96 

2.56 

0.02 

0.14 

0.09 

1,320 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  Off 

Base 

2.53 

82.80 

18.66 

0.16 

1.52 

0.91 

10,584 

Mobile  Euel  Transfer  Operations 

0.04 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

22.39 

12.59 

16.57 

0.10 

7.95 

1.33 

a 

Total  Emissions 

37.47 

111.21 

53.46 

1.56 

10.24 

2.95 

15,423 

“  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant. 

Key:  COtc  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 
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3.3.3  Safety 

The  safety  resource  area  applies  to  activities  in  the  air  and  on  the  ground  associated  with  aircraft 
flight  and  operation.  Flight  safety  considers  the  aircraft  flight  risks,  including  the  potential  for 
bird/wildlife-aircraft  strike  hazard.  Ground  safety  considers  issues  associated  with  operations  and 
maintenance  activities  that  support  base  operations,  including  fire  response.  Background 
information  on  the  regulatory  setting  and  methodology  for  safety  is  contained  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  B,  Sections  B.3.2  and  B.3.3. 

3. 3. 3.1  Flight  Safety 

In  2010,  Grand  Forks  AFB  transitioned  to  the  use  of  RPA  within  the  airfield  and  airspace 
environment.  Prior  to  this  transition  in  2010,  Grand  Forks  AFB  hosted  the  KC-135  mission.  There 
have  been  no  recorded  KC-135  accidents  in  the  vicinity  of  Grand  Forks  AFB  (Hoctor  2009). 

The  KC-135  aircraft  that  were  previously  stationed  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  and  the  future  KC-46A 
have  the  ability  to  jettison  fuel  during  emergency  situations.  Data  on  historical  KC-135 
operations  show  that  slightly  less  than  two  sorties  per  thousand  resulted  in  a  release  of  fuel 
(AMC  2013).  The  ability  to  land  the  KC-46A  at  a  much  higher  weight  than  the  KC-135  would  be 
expected  to  reduce  the  frequency  of  fuel  releases  for  the  KC-46A.  As  such,  it  is  expected  that 
KC-46A  sorties  would  experience  a  lower  frequency  of  fuel  releases. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  USAF  MAJCOMs  to  follow  AFIs  or  supplement  those  AFIs  that  have  been 
established.  These  policies  require  that  pilots  avoid  fuel  jettison,  unless  safety  of  flight  dictates 
immediate  jettison.  For  example,  AMC  policy,  which  covers  all  USAF  tanker  assets,  requires 
that,  whenever  possible,  any  fuel  released  from  an  aircraft  must  occur  above  20,000  feet  AGL 
(AMC  2004,  2012).  This  policy  is  designed  to  minimize  potential  impacts  of  fuel  jettison  events. 

The  main  environmental  concern  from  fuel  released  from  an  aircraft  is  the  deposition  of  fuel 
onto  the  ground  and/or  surface  waters  and  subsequent  negative  impact  on  human  health  or 
natural  resources.  The  results  of  a  definitive  study  on  the  fate  of  jettisoned  fuel  from  large  USAF 
aircraft  (e.g.,  KC-135)  (Deepti  2003)  were  used  to  identify  a  reasonably  conservative  ground- 
level  fuel  deposition  value  for  the  KC-46A.  This  study  used  the  Fuel  Jettison  Simulation  model 
developed  by  the  USAF  to  estimate  the  ground  deposition  of  fuel  from  jettison  events  (Teske  and 
Curbishley  2000).  This  maximum  ground-level  fuel  deposition  value  identified  for  the  KC-46A 
would  result  in  effects  that  are  well  below  known  natural  resource  and  human  health  thresholds 
for  jet  fuel.  Therefore,  the  maximum  fuel  deposition  value  expected  from  the  KC-46A  would  not 
produce  substantial  impacts  on  human  health  or  natural  resources.  In  view  of  this,  no  further 
analysis  is  included  in  this  section. 

3.3.3. 1 . 1  Wildlife  Strike  Hazard  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  and  Vicinity 

Cliff  swallows  are  generally  considered  the  most  problematic  bird  species  at  Grand  Forks  AFB. 
The  abundant  mud  nests  built  on  the  sides  of  hangars  and  other  base  buildings  cause  problematic 
aircraft  operations.  Cliff  swallows  are  agile  and  graceful  aerial  predators  of  insects.  Under  the 
rules  of  the  annual  Grand  Forks  AFB  Federal  Fish  and  Wildlife  Permit  issued  by  the  USFWS 
Migratory  Bird  Permit  Office  in  Denver,  Colorado,  cliff  and  bam  swallow  nests  and  adults  may 
be  destroyed.  The  taking  of  birds  only  occurs  when  absolutely  necessary  for  safety  and  health 
reasons  along  the  flightline.  Only  birds  listed  on  the  Federal  Fish  and  Wildlife  Permit  may  be 
taken.  Flight  restrictions  for  takeoffs  and  landings,  administered  by  the  BASH  working  group, 
are  implemented  when  necessary  to  protect  pilots  and  aircraft  during  peak  bird  migration 
(Grand  Forks  AFB  2011a). 
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3. 3. 3. 2  Ground  Safety 

Grand  Forks  AFB  maintains  one  runway  (RW  17-35).  The  most  current  APZ  and  CZ  delineation  is 
based  upon  legacy  aircraft  previously  stationed  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  (KC-135).  Therefore,  the  CZs 
at  Grand  Forks  AFB  are  established  at  3,000  feet  wide  by  3,000  feet  long.  APZ  I  is  3,000  feet  wide 
by  5,000  feet  long,  and  APZ  II  is  3,000  feet  wide  by  7,000  feet  long.  These  are  very  conservative 
with  regard  to  the  current  RPA  mission,  but  are  suitable  for  other  aircraft  that  may  use  the  runway. 
There  is  no  incompatible  development  projected  and  no  existing  incompatible  development  within 
the  CZ  or  APZ. 

The  USAF  fire  department  provides  fire  and  crash  response  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  The 
department  is  also  part  of  mutual-aid  agreements  with  the  local  fire  departments,  thus  ensuring 
availability  of  additional  support  if  required. 

3.3.4  Soils  and  Water 

3. 3.4.1  Soil  Resources 

Grand  Forks  AFB  is  located  in  the  Central  Lowland  physiographic  province  in  the  North  Valley 
of  the  Red  River.  Soil  underlying  the  base  is  primarily  of  the  Antler-Gilby-Svea,  Bearden- Antler, 
and  Glyndon- Gardena  associations.  The  soil  of  these  associations  is  deep,  level  to  nearly  level, 
and  somewhat  poorly  drained  to  moderately  well-drained,  characterized  by  a  high  shrink-swell 
potential,  low  infiltration  rate,  and  high  available  water  capacity  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2011a). 

3. 3.4.2  Water  Resources 

3. 3. 4. 2.1  Surface  Water 

Grand  Forks  AFB  is  located  within  the  Red  River  Basin.  Surface  water  features  located  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  base  are  the  Turtle  River  and  Kellys  Slough  National  Wildlife  Refuges  (NWRs). 
The  Turtle  River  flows  in  a  northeasterly  direction  across  the  northwest  corner  of  the  base.  It 
joins  the  Red  River  approximately  25  miles  northeast  of  the  base. 

Underground  concrete  pipes  and  catchment  basins  collect  stormwater  run-off  from  the  base. 
Run-off  is  conveyed  through  four  grassy  drainage  ditch  outfalls.  Several  drainage  ditches  are 
equipped  with  control  devices  capable  of  handling  accidental  spills  by  containing  the  affected 
waters  until  the  appropriate  treatment  has  been  made  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2011a).  Discharges 
from  the  west  and  northwest  ditches  flow  into  the  Turtle  River.  Discharges  from  east  of  the  base, 
via  the  south  and  north  ditches,  flow  into  Kellys  Slough  NWR  and,  subsequently,  the 
Turtle  River.  As  the  Turtle  River  merges  with  the  Red  River  northeast  of  the  base,  all  drainage 
from  the  base  ultimately  flows  into  the  Red  River. 

To  manage  stormwater  run-off  and  to  protect  the  quality  of  surface  water  on  base  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  base.  Grand  Forks  AFB  has  been  issued  an  NPDES  general  stormwater  permit.  As 
part  of  this  permit,  the  base  analyzes  stormwater  samples  for  all  permit-required  parameters. 
Stormwater  discharges  have  historically  been  in  compliance  with  permit  requirements. 

3. 3. 4. 2. 2  Groundwater 

The  Emerado  and  Dakota  Aquifers  occur  under  Grand  Eorks  AEB  50-200  feet  below  the  ground. 
The  principal  aquifer  is  the  Dakota  Aquifer,  which  is  a  widespread  aquifer  extending  across 
much  of  the  central  North  American  continent.  Water  from  this  aquifer  is  highly  saline;  contains 
excessive  iron,  chloride,  total  dissolved  solids,  and  sulfate;  and  is  generally  unsatisfactory  for 
domestic  and  most  industrial  uses  (Kelly  and  Paulson  1970). 
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3. 3. 4. 2. 3  Floodplains 

The  100-year  floodplain  of  the  Turtle  River  is  located  in  the  northwest  comer  of  the  base.  A 
portion  of  the  100-year  floodplain  of  a  tributary  to  Kellys  Slough  is  located  in  the  southeast 
comer  of  the  base  near  the  sewage  lagoons. 

3.3.5  Biological  Resources 

33.5.1  Vegetation 

Historically,  tall  and  mixed  grass  prairie  dominated  the  land  associated  with  and  surrounding 
Grand  Forks  AFB  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2011a).  Trees  and  shrubs  were  limited  in  this  region, 
although  woodland  patches  were  present  in  stream  valleys  and  other  depressions.  Today,  native 
grass  communities  have  largely  been  converted  to  agriculture.  Suppression  of  fire  has 
encouraged  the  invasion  of  shrubs  and  trees  into  what  few  prairie  remnants  remain. 

Improved  areas  of  the  base  include  developed  areas  that  have  lawns  and  landscape  plants  that  are 
regularly  maintained.  Some  portions  of  the  semi-improved  and  unimproved  areas  of  the  base 
have  been  reseeded  with  a  variety  of  native  grasses.  Grass  heights  within  semi-improved  areas, 
including  airfield  areas  within  300  feet  of  the  runway  centerline,  are  maintained  at  7  to  14  inches. 
Beyond  the  300-foot  border  on  the  airfield,  hay  cutting  dictates  vegetation  height.  Substantial 
portions  of  the  unimproved  areas  on  the  base  are  used  for  hay  production.  There  are  no  known 
prairie  remnants  on  Grand  Forks  AFB;  however,  some  prairie  index  species  (such  as 
coneflowers)  are  found  in  the  unimproved  and  semi-improved  areas  mixed  in  with  brome  grass 
and  various  herbaceous  plants  such  as  goldenrod  (Solidago  sp.).  The  60-acre  Prairie  View  Nature 
Preserve  is  located  in  the  northeast  corner  of  Grand  Forks  AFB. 

Trees  and  shrubs  make  up  less  than  5  percent  of  the  land  cover  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  and  are 
primarily  located  in  the  housing  areas  and  in  planted  shelterbelts  and  riparian  areas  along 
Turtle  Creek  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2011a). 

33.5.2  Wildlife 

Information  on  wildlife  occurring  on  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  provided  in  the  INRMP 
(Grand  Forks  AFB  2011a).  Native  wildlife  documented  on  the  base  includes  a  variety  of 
mammals  and  birds.  White-tailed  deer,  coyote,  beaver  (Castor  canadensis),  and  red  fox  (Vulpes 
vulpes)  are  the  most  common  large  mammals,  and  the  most  common  small  mammals  include  the 
red  squirrel  (Tamiasciurus  hudsonicus),  grey  squirrel  (Sciurus  carolinensis),  white-tailed 
jackrabbit,  Richardson’s  ground  squirrel  (Spermophilus  richardsonii),  and  the  plains  pocket 
gopher  (Geomys  bursarius).  Two  carcasses  of  the  fisher  (Martes  pennanti),  once  considered 
extirpated  in  North  Dakota,  were  recently  documented  on  the  base. 

Although  no  amphibian  or  reptile  studies  have  been  conducted  at  Grand  Forks  AFB,  a  variety  of 
species  are  known  to  occur  in  Grand  Forks  County  and  could  occur  on  base.  These  include  the 
common  garter  snake,  painted  turtle  (Chrysemys  picta),  Canada  toad  (Bufo  hemiphrys), 
American  toad  (Bufo  americanus),  and  wood  frog  (Rana  sylvatica). 

Grand  Forks  AFB  is  located  in  a  zone  of  overlap  between  the  Mississippi  and  Central  Flyways 
(Grand  Forks  AFB  2010a).  Therefore,  bird  species  documented  on  the  base  include  migratory 
species  such  as  waterfowl  and  neotropical  migrants.  A  total  of  79  neotropical  migrant  species 
have  been  documented  in  various  habitats  on  the  base  (Driscoll  2012). 
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3. 3. 5. 3  Special-Status  Species 

No  federally  threatened  or  endangered  species  are  known  to  occur  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  There  is 
no  critical  habitat  known  to  occur  on  base  (USFWS  2013c).  Eight  special-status  species  are  known 
to  occur  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  North  Dakota  does  not  have  a  state  endangered  species  act;  instead, 
the  state’s  Nature  Preserves  Act  (NDCC  55-11)  gives  the  North  Dakota  Parks  and  Recreation 
Department  the  responsibility  to  set  aside  a  system  of  natural  areas  and  nature  preserves  for  the 
benefit  of  North  Dakota  citizens  (NDPRD  2013).  The  North  Dakota  Natural  Heritage  Program 
(NDNHP)  is  administered  under  this  act.  The  NDNHP  uses  an  international  system  for  ranking 
rare,  threatened,  and  endangered  species  within  the  State  of  North  Dakota.  Species  are  ranked  on  a 
scale  of  one  to  five,  primarily  based  on  the  number  of  known  occurrences.  The  NDNHP  develops  a 
list  of  species  along  with  their  state  rank  identified  as  critically  imperiled  (SI),  imperiled  (S2),  rare 
or  uncommon  (S3),  apparently  secure  (S4),  or  secure  (S5). 

Table  3-24  presents  the  Federal  and  state-listed  species  identified  as  either  occurring  or 
potentially  occurring  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  (NDPRD  2013;  USFWS  2013b).  Only  state  special- 
status  species  classified  as  SI  or  S2  are  listed  in  the  table. 


Table  3-24,  Special-Status  Species  that  Could  Occur  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  at 
Grand  Forks 
AFB 

Federal" 

State* 

Birds 

Whooping  crane 

Grus  americana 

FE,  MBTA 

SX 

No 

Bald  eagle 

Haliaeetus  leucocephalus 

MBTA,  BGEPA 

SI 

Yes 

American  peregrine  falcon 

Falco  peregrinus  anatum 

MBTA 

SI 

Yes 

Yellow  rail 

Coturincops  noveboracensis 

- 

S2 

Yes 

Mammals 

Fisher 

Martes  pennanti 

- 

S2 

Yes 

Reptiles/Amphibians 

Northern  leopard  frog 

Rana  pipens 

- 

SI 

Yes 

Plants 

Dutchman’s  breeches 

Dicentra  cucullaria 

- 

SI 

Yes 

Lesser  yellow  lady’s  slipper 

Cypripedium  parviflorum  var. 
parviflorum 

- 

S2/S3 

Yes 

White  lady’s  slipper 

Cypripedium  candidum 

- 

S2/S3 

Yes 

^  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
^  North  Dakota  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 

Key:  BGEPA  -  protected  under  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act;  FE  -  listed  as  endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act;  MBTA  - 
protected  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act;  SX  -  state-listed  as  extirpated  under  the  Nature  Preserves  Act;  SI-  state-listed  as  critically 
imperiled;  S2  -  state-listed  as  imperiled;  S3  -  state-listed  as  rare  or  uncommon 
Source:  Grand  Forks  AFB  201  la;  NDPRD  2013;  USFWS  2013b. 


The  bald  eagle  has  been  observed  near  the  sewage  lagoons  on  Grand  Forks  AFB 
(Grand  Forks  AFB  2011a)  (see  Table  3-24).  There  is  a  documented  bald  eagle  nest 
approximately  2  miles  east  of  the  base  on  the  west  side  of  the  Kelly  Slough  NWR.  During  the 
2009  winter  bird  survey  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2010a),  a  bald  eagle  was  observed  near  the  Turtle 
River  riparian  area.  American  peregrine  falcons  (Falco  peregrinus  anatum)  were  observed  at  the 
sewage  lagoons  in  2009  and  at  the  base  water  tower  in  2011.  No  nests  have  been  observed  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  An  unconfirmed  yellow  rail  (Coturincops  noveboracensis)  sighting  was 
reported  in  2008  at  the  main  base. 

Fisher  carcasses  have  been  found  at  the  base,  and  the  northern  leopard  frog  {Rana  pipens)  has 
been  observed  in  wetland  areas  throughout  the  base. 
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Three  state-classified  plant  species  (SI  and  S2)  were  documented  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  during  a 
2009  biological  survey  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2011a)  (see  Table  3-24).  Dutchman’s  breeches 
(Dicentra  cucullaria)  was  discovered  in  the  Turtle  River  Lowland  Woodlands/riparian  forest, 
located  in  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  base.  The  lesser  yellow  lady’s  slipper  (Cypripedium 
parviflorum  var.  parviflorum)  and  the  white  lady’s  slipper  (Cypripedium  candidum)  orchids  were 
both  found  growing  in  intermixing  patches,  just  west  of  the  airfield.  A  new  population  of  lesser 
yellow  lady’s  slipper  was  also  discovered  growing  in  the  grassy  area  north  of  the  former 
munitions  depot. 

33.5.4  Wetlands 

Because  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  located  in  the  prairie  potholes  region,  wetlands  are  common  in  this 
area.  Approximately  308  acres  of  wetlands  have  been  identified  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 
(Grand  Forks  AFB  2011a).  Most  of  these  are  less  than  an  acre  and  are  typical  of  wetlands  in 
highly  disturbed,  intense  agricultural  areas  where  watershed  quality  has  been  compromised.  A 
recent  wetland  survey  was  conducted  at  the  location  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  facilities. 
Approximately  2  acres  of  emergent  wetlands  were  identified  in  the  project  area. 

3.3.6  Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resources  are  historic  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  or  objects  considered 
important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or  community  for  scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  other 
purposes.  They  include  archaeological  resources,  historic  architectural/engineering  resources, 
and  traditional  resources. 

3.3.6. 1  Architectural 

Two  architectural  inventories  have  been  conducted  on  Grand  Forks  AFB  (Grand  Forks 
AFB  2011b).  In  1994,  a  Cold  War-era  properties  survey  evaluated  27  buildings  and  structures 
that  were  associated  with  the  Cold  War  mission.  In  2011,  the  base  conducted  a  Section  1 10 
inventory  of  91  buildings  built  between  1956  and  1965.  All  buildings  on  Grand  Forks  AFB  that 
are  50  years  of  age  or  older  or  that  were  associated  with  the  Cold  War  era  have  been  evaluated 
(Grand  Forks  AFB  2012b).  With  the  exception  of  several  unaccompanied  personnel  housing 
buildings,  all  the  facilities  evaluated  have  been  determined  non-eligible  for  the  NRHP.  The 
North  Dakota  SHPO  has  concurred  with  this  determination.  Although  the  unaccompanied 
personnel  housing  buildings  are  considered  NRHP-eligible,  the  USAF  has  an  agreement  in  place 
with  the  SHPO  to  allow  for  demolition  or  renovation  since  the  impacts  have  been  mitigated 
DoD-wide  through  completion  of  a  mitigation  program  (ACHP  2006). 

3. 3. 6. 2  Archaeological 

Two  archaeological  surveys  have  been  conducted  on  Grand  Forks  AFB  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2012b). 
Twelve  archaeological  resources  have  been  recorded  on  the  base:  one  prehistoric  site,  five  historic 
sites,  three  prehistoric  isolated  finds,  and  three  historic  isolated  finds.  None  of  the  archaeological 
resources  are  eligible  for  the  NRHP. 

3. 3. 6. 3  Traditional 

Grand  Forks  AFB  has  identified  23  tribes  typically  consulted  with  as  part  of  the  NEPA  and 
Section  106  processes.  This  list  of  tribes  is  contained  in  Table  A-1  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  A, 
Section  A. 3.  There  are  no  known  tribal  sacred  sites  or  properties  of  traditional  religious  and 
cultural  importance  in  the  vicinity  of  Grand  Forks  AFB. 
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3.3.7  Land  Use 

Grand  Forks  AFB  is  located  in  Grand  Forks  County,  North  Dakota,  in  a  predominantly 
agricultural  area.  The  City  of  Grand  Forks  is  approximately  15  miles  east  of  the  base. 

3. 3. 7.1  Base 

The  GP,  last  updated  in  2006,  defines  the  construction  opportunities  and  existing  land  use  at  the 
base.  The  airfield  and  surrounding  open  space  are  the  dominant  land  uses  and  cover  the  central  to 
central-west  portion  of  the  base.  The  cantonment  area,  or  community-focused  area,  is  located 
east  of  the  airfield.  This  area  includes  the  administrative,  housing  (both  for  families  and 
unaccompanied  personnel),  medical,  and  community  land  uses  (commercial).  Three  youth/day 
care  centers  and  two  schools  are  also  located  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  base  in  the  community- 
oriented  and  residential  areas.  Outdoor  recreation  (including  a  golf  course  on  the  south  end  of  the 
airfield)  and  open  space  provide  a  buffer  between  the  airfield  functions  and  the  cantonment  area, 
and  the  base  and  the  surrounding  area.  The  GP  describes  future  changes  in  land  use  on  the  base 
that  will  consolidate  administrative  uses  into  two  areas,  and  aircraft  operations  and  maintenance 
areas  will  expand  into  one  continuous  band  east  of  the  parking  aprons  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2006a). 

The  base  manages  a  program  for  leasing  open  areas  around  the  airfield  for  hay  cultivation.  One 
hay  lease,  totaling  664  acres,  is  currently  active.  Some  of  these  agricultural  operations  extend 
outside  of  the  airfield  fence  (USAF  2007b).  The  base  has  plans  to  expand  the  hay  cultivation 
program,  using  open  and  undeveloped  land  away  from  the  active  mission  support  and  industrial 
areas. 

3. 3. 7.2  Surrounding  Areas 

As  shown  on  Figure  3-3,  the  area  surrounding  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  rural,  consisting  primarily  of 
agriculture  and  open  space  (pasture,  recreation,  and  wildlife  habitat),  with  scattered  residences. 
The  small  community  of  the  City  of  Emerado,  with  a  population  under  500  persons,  is 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  base  on  the  southeast  comer.  Other  small  farming  communities  in 
the  surrounding  area  include  Arvilla  and  Mekinock. 

Developed  and  community-type  uses  near  Grand  Forks  AFB  include  the  mobile  home  park  to  the 
south;  the  University  of  North  Dakota-owned  biological  research  area  adjacent  to  the  base  western 
boundary;  Mekinock,  an  unincorporated  community  approximately  3  miles  northeast  of  the  base; 
and  the  base  sewage  treatment  system  on  a  separate  parcel  of  land  east  of  the  main  base. 

Grand  Forks  AFB  has  three  avigation  easements  to  limit  future  land  use  or  structural  changes  to 
some  properties  to  the  north,  south,  and  west  of  the  runway.  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  bordered  by 
lands  in  Mekinock  Township  to  the  west  and  north,  and  Blooming  Township  to  the  east. 
Oakville  Township  is  located  to  the  south-southeast,  and  Chester  Township  is  located  to  the 
south.  Per  the  Grand  Forks  County  2035  Land  Use  Plan,  Grand  Forks  County  has  jurisdiction 
over  the  land  use  and  zoning  within  Blooming  and  Chester  Townships  (GF  2006).  Several 
townships  manage  the  zoning  of  land  within  their  jurisdiction.  In  general,  the  areas  to  the  north 
and  west  that  are  zoned  by  the  townships  have  adopted  airfield  protective  ordinances.  Zoning 
within  Mekinock  Township  to  the  west  of  the  base  restricts  residential  land  use  to  one  dwelling 
per  quarter  section  (USAF  2003b).  Grand  Forks  County  has  enacted  airfield  protective  zoning 
for  the  areas  to  the  south  and  east  of  the  airfield  (excluding  the  City  of  Emerado). 

The  City  of  Emerado  is  zoned  as  an  incorporated  municipality  and  manages  its  zoning 
(GE  County  2013).  The  town  is  mostly  residential,  with  some  business  driven  by  the  base 
population.  The  City  of  Emerado  is  its  own  jurisdiction  for  zoning  regulations.  These  zoning 
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regulations  were  originally  approved  as  City  Code,  Chapter  XVII,  in  1980  and  updated  in  1999. 
These  apply  to  all  lands  within  the  city  and  an  area  extending  one-half  mile  in  all  directions  from 
the  corporate  boundaries  of  the  city. 

The  base  privatized  housing  area  is  located  on  the  east  side  of  the  base.  Agricultural  land 
dominates  the  area  between  the  eastern  base  border  and  Grand  Forks  International  Airport, 
located  approximately  8  miles  away.  The  trend  for  future  land  use  around  the  base  is  agricultural 
(GF  County  2006). 

Figure  3-3  shows  that  noise  exposure  for  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  confined  to  the  base  airfield.  This 
reflects  the  absence  of  the  large  aircraft  that  formerly  operated  at  the  base.  The  current  RPA 
mission  does  not  generate  any  consequential  noise.  Currently,  no  land  outside  the  base  is 
exposed  to  noise  levels  of  65  dB  DNL  or  greater. 

An  AICUZ  study  was  completed  for  Grand  Forks  AFB  in  1995  and  revalidated  in  2003  for  the 
KC-135,  HH-IH,  C-12,  and  numerous  transient  aircraft  from  other  bases.  The  AICUZ  study 
documents  flight  operations  and  proposes  compatible  use  guidelines  for  land  areas  surrounding 
the  base  with  future  planning  and  zoning  activities.  The  2003  AICUZ  update  did  not  find  any 
incompatibilities  with  the  airfield,  airfield  activities,  and  the  adjacent  and  surrounding  land  uses 
from  a  noise  perspective  (USAF  2003b),  although  a  few  farm-related  structures  are  located  in  the 
north  and  south  APZs.  A  pre-JLUS  was  conducted  in  2004,  but  based  on  its  findings  at  that  time, 
it  was  determined  that  a  full  JLUS  was  not  necessary. 

3.3.8  Infrastructure 

3.3.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  is  provided  to  Grand  Forks  AFB  by  the  City  of  Grand  Forks.  Potential  secondary 
sources  of  water  are  from  Aggasiz  Water  District  and  the  Grand  Forks-Trail  Rural  Water  District. 
The  pumping  capacity  from  the  City  of  Grand  Forks  to  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  1.9  MGD,  but  the 
water  system  on  Grand  Forks  AFB  can  accommodate  up  to  2.5  MGD.  The  water  storage  capacity 
of  the  four  elevated  tanks  located  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  1.9  MG  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2006a). 
Current  average  daily  water  use  is  0.3  MGD,  which  is  16  percent  of  the  base  system  capacity. 

3. 3. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  sanitary  sewer  system  on  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  operated  by  the  base  and  consists  of  a 
wastewater  collection  system  and  a  series  of  treatment  lagoons.  The  system  was  designed  to 
support  a  population  of  approximately  10,000  (Klaus  2013).  Sewage  flows  to  the  treatment 
facility  by  gravity  and  force  mains.  There  are  nine  lift  stations  in  the  system  and  four  treatment 
cells/lagoons  (one  primary,  two  secondary,  and  one  tertiary).  The  lagoons  have  a  total  holding 
capacity  of  approximately  250  MG  and  have  adequate  capacity  for  future  base  expansion 
(Grand  Forks  AFB  2006a).  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  authorized  to  discharge  from  its  wastewater 
stabilization  ponds  to  surface  water  in  Kellys  Slough.  There  are  no  limitations  on  flow  volume; 
however,  effluent  restrictions  are  imposed  by  the  Grand  Forks  AFB  NPDES  permit. 

3. 3. 8. 3  Stormwater  System 

Stormwater  is  collected  from  nine  drainage  areas  (northeast,  northwest,  west,  and  southeast 
sections  of  the  base)  and  is  delivered  to  four  separate  drainage  ditches  constructed  and 
maintained  by  the  base.  During  periods  of  heavy  rainfall  or  snowmelt,  stormwater  flows  into  the 
wetlands  located  along  the  base  boundaries.  The  stormwater  drainage  system  consists  of  open 
channels,  catch  basins,  and  underground  concrete  pipes,  as  well  as  paved  and  unpaved  ditches 
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(Grand  Forks  AFB  2006a).  The  details  of  the  stormwater  permit  for  Grand  Forks  AFB  are 
described  in  Section  3.3.4.2.I.  The  permit  does  not,  however,  authorize  stormwater  discharges 
associated  with  construction  activities.  A  separate  Notice  of  Intent  and  SWPPP  must  be  filed  for 
all  new  construction  activities  that  disturb  1  or  more  acre. 

33.8.4  Electrical  System 

Nodak  Electric  Cooperative  supplies  electrical  power  to  Grand  Forks  AFB.  The  Steen  and 
Eielson  substations  distribute  power  on  the  base.  Over  72  percent  of  the  base’s  power  lines  are 
buried.  Eighty  percent  of  the  distribution  transformers  are  loaded  at  less  than  30  percent  of  their 
capacity,  with  over  99  percent  of  the  transformers  loaded  at  less  than  60  percent  during  periods 
of  peak  demand.  This  leaves  adequate  electrical  power  capacity  for  future  base  expansion 
(Grand  Eorks  AEB  2006a).  Grand  Eorks  AEB’s  electric  system  capacity  is  approximately 
275,940  MWH  per  year  or  756  MWH  per  day.  Grand  Eorks  AEB  averages  approximately 
3,831  MWH  per  month  or  127.7  MWH  per  day,  with  usage  remaining  fairly  constant  throughout 
the  year. 

3. 3. 8. 5  Natural  Gas  System 

Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  XCEE  Energy.  Capacity  and  supply  are  sufficient  for  current  and 
future  mission  requirements  (Grand  Eorks  AEB  2006a).  The  current  Grand  Eorks  AEB  natural 
gas  capacity  is  2.3  million  cubic  feet  (MMcf)  per  year.  The  current  natural  gas  demand  at 
Grand  Eorks  AEB  is  approximately  1 1  percent  of  the  base  capacity. 

3. 3. 8. 6  Solid  Waste  Management 

Most  of  the  municipal  solid  waste  and  C&D  waste  generated  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB  is  collected 
and  transported  off  base  by  a  local  qualified  contractor  (Grand  Eorks  AEB  2008a).  This  waste  is 
currently  disposed  of  at  the  Grand  Eorks  Municipal  Eandfill  (Permit  No.  0347),  which  is  located 
approximately  12  miles  from  the  base.  The  landfill  has  a  permitted  capacity  until  2014  at  the 
current  rate  of  up  to  350  tons  of  waste  per  day  (NDDH  2009). 

Grand  Eorks  AEB  has  a  Qualified  Recycling  Program  and  implements  mandatory  recycling  of 
nonhazardous  solid  waste  from  military  family  housing,  dormitories,  industrial  shops,  offices, 
tenants,  and  contractors.  Recyclable  materials  are  collected  and  transported  by  a  contractor  to  a 
facility  off  of  base  property  (Grand  Porks  APB  2010b). 

3. 3. 8.7  Transportation 

Regional  access  to  Grand  Porks  APB  is  provided  by  U.S.  2,  which  extends  parallel  to  the  base 
along  the  length  of  its  southern  boundary.  The  nearest  interstate  highway  is  T29.  T29  is  the 
major  north-south  highway  corridor  along  the  North  Dakota-Minnesota  border  and  is  less  than 
10  miles  east  of  the  base.  Pigure  2-11  shows  the  primary  routes  and  regional  transportation 
network  in  the  vicinity  of  Grand  Porks  APB.  U.S.  2  is  a  four-lane  divided  highway  that  enters 
North  Dakota  from  the  east  at  the  City  of  Grand  Porks  and  continues  west  to  the  North  Dakota- 
Montana  border.  Where  U.S.  2  passes  to  the  south  of  Grand  Porks  APB,  the  average  daily  traffic 
count  was  4,990  vehicles  per  day,  1,225  of  which  were  commercial  vehicles,  in  2012 
(NDDOT  2013).  County  Road  3  and  Eielson  Street  provide  access  to  Grand  Porks  APB  from 
U.S.  2. 

The  Burlington  Northern  Santa  Pe  Railway  operates  the  closest  rail  line  to  Grand  Porks  APB  - 
the  Grand  Porks-Surrey  line  of  the  Devils  Eake  Subdivision,  which  runs  just  to  the  south  of  the 
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base,  through  the  City  of  Emerado  (NDDOT  2007).  Amtrak  provides  regional  passenger  rail 
service  by  way  of  the  Empire  Builder  line,  with  stops  in  Grand  Eorks  and  Devils  Eake  (75  miles 
west  of  Grand  Eorks  AEB).  Jefferson  Bus  Eines  offers  regional  service  with  stops  throughout  the 
Upper  Midwest  and  connects  Grand  Eorks  with  other  cities  within  North  Dakota.  Commercial 
airline  service  is  available  at  Grand  Eorks  International  Airport,  approximately  13  miles  from  the 
base,  with  access  to  three  national  and  regional  carriers. 

3. 3. 8.7.1  Gate  Access 

There  are  two  entry  gates  to  Grand  Eorks  AEB.  The  primary  entrance  is  the  Main  Gate  located  on 
Steen  Boulevard  off  of  County  Road  3.  The  Commercial  Gate  is  a  secondary  entrance  on  the 
southern  edge  of  the  base.  The  Commercial  Gate  connects  U.S.  Highway  2  to  Eielson  Street.  The 
Main  Gate  is  open  24  hours  a  day  and  the  Commercial  Gate  is  open  on  a  limited  basis 
(Grand  Eorks  AEB  2010b). 

3. 3. 8.7. 2  On-Base  Traffic  Circulation 

The  primary  roadways  on  Grand  Eorks  AEB  are  Steen  Boulevard,  J  Street,  and  Eielson  Street. 
Steen  Boulevard  is  the  center  of  the  base  roadway  system.  There  are  no  on-base  traffic 
circulation  issues,  and  the  road  network  is  sufficient  to  accommodate  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario. 

3.3.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3.3.9. 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  used  by  USAE  and  contractor  personnel  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB  are  managed 
in  accordance  with  AEI  32-7086,  “Hazardous  Materials  Management,”  and  controlled  through 
the  base  HAZMART.  This  process  provides  centralized  management  of  the  procurement, 
handling,  storage,  and  issuance  of  hazardous  materials  and  tum-in,  recovery,  reuse,  or  recycling 
of  hazardous  materials.  The  HAZMART  process  includes  review  and  approval  by  USAE 
personnel  to  ensure  users  are  aware  of  exposure  and  safety  risks.  P2  measures  are  likely  to 
minimize  chemical  exposure  to  employees,  reduce  potential  environmental  impacts,  and  reduce 
costs  for  material  purchasing  and  waste  disposal. 

3.3.9. 1.1  Aboveground  and  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

Two  bulk  JP-8  fuel  storage  areas  have  a  combined  capacity  of  approximately  3.2  million  gallons. 
The  main  bulk  fuel  storage  facility  is  on  the  southern  side  of  the  base  and  serves  as  the  main 
receiving  point  for  JP-8.  This  facility  supplies  fuel  to  the  ramp  along  the  flightline.  The  other 
bulk  fuel  facility  is  on  the  west  side  of  the  base  and  supplies  fuel  to  the  Charlie  Ramp.  Other 
ASTs  and  USTs  on  the  base  are  used  to  store  gasoline,  diesel,  used  oil,  deicing  fluid,  ethanol 
fuel,  and  hydraulic  oil. 

All  of  the  tanks  at  Grand  Porks  APB  are  managed  according  to  the  base  SPCC  Plan 
(Grand  Porks  APB  2009a),  which  addresses  storage  locations  on  base  and  proper  handling 
procedures  for  all  hazardous  materials  to  minimize  the  potential  for  spills  and  releases.  Spill 
response  training,  procedures,  equipment,  and  notification  procedures  are  further  detailed  in  the 
PRP  (PCCI  2004).  The  CEMP  addresses  roles,  responsibilities,  and  response  actions  for  all 
major  accidents,  including  major  spills  (Grand  Porks  APB  2011c).  Since  the  departure  of  the 
KC-135  mission  at  Grand  Porks  APB,  usage  of  JP-8  has  substantially  decreased.  In  2010, 
Grand  Porks  APB  used  approximately  5  million  gallons  of  JP-8;  in  2012,  the  base  used 
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approximately  583,000  gallons.  JP-8  is  delivered  to  the  flightline  by  two  Type  III  hydrant 
systems  to  31  hydrant  outlets  in  four  rows  on  Charlie  Ramp  or  by  four  R-1 1  tanker  trucks. 

3. 3. 9. 1.2  Toxic  Substances 

The  Asbestos  Management  Plan  provides  guidance  for  the  identification  of  ACMs,  the 
management  of  asbestos,  and  the  prevention  of  asbestos  exposure  to  facility  occupants  and 
maintenance  personnel  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2005).  Additionally,  the  Asbestos  Operating  Plan 
assigns  responsibilities  and  describes  procedures  for  handling  ACM  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2008b). 
A  base-wide  asbestos  survey  was  completed  in  1994  and  identified  ACM  at  some  facilities  on 
base.  Federal  and  state  regulations  require  that  all  affected  parts  of  a  facility  being  renovated  or 
demolished  must  be  inspected  by  a  state-certified  inspector  for  the  presence  of  ACM  prior  to 
beginning  a  renovation  or  demolition  project.  All  regulated  ACM  that  would  be  disturbed  as  part 
of  a  renovation  or  demolition  activity  must  be  properly  removed  by  state-certified  individuals 
and  properly  disposed  of  in  an  approved  landfill.  A  Notification  of  Demolition  and  Renovation 
Form  must  be  submitted  to  the  NDDH  10  days  prior  to  beginning  any  demolition  activity, 
whether  or  not  asbestos  is  present  (NDDH  2013a). 

Grand  Forks  AFB  assumes  the  presence  of  LBP  in  any  building  constructed  before  1980 
(Grand  Forks  AFB  2003).  As  a  policy,  contractors  working  on  base  are  advised  of  the  presence  of 
LBP  or  the  potential  for  LBP  and  are  responsible  for  safeguarding  their  employees  according  to 
OSHA  requirements.  Buildings  being  demolished  typically  do  not  require  LBP  abatement,  unless 
the  LBP  would  be  disturbed  by  sanding,  scraping,  dry-cutting,  or  torching.  The  Grand  Forks  AFB 
LBP  Management  Plan  provides  guidance  on  the  management  of  LBP  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2003). 
The  base  complies  with  all  Federal,  state,  and  local  requirements  regarding  LBP,  LBP  activities, 
and  LBP  hazards. 

None  of  the  transformers  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  have  PCB-containing  oil  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2009a). 

33.9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

Grand  Forks  AFB  is  classified  as  a  small-quantity  generator.  Typical  hazardous  wastes  generated 
during  operations  and  maintenance  activities  include  aerosol  cans,  antifreeze  and  antifreeze 
filters,  batteries,  fuel  and  oil  filters,  fluorescent  lamps,  oil-water  separator  sludge,  paint/primer 
related  wastes,  parts  washer  wastes,  plastic/glass  bead  blaster  filter,  rags  with  oil  or  fuel,  and 
used  oil  and  fuels. 

Hazardous  wastes  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  are  managed  in  accordance  with  the  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Plan  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2012c).  This  plan  presents  key  activities  associated  with 
implementing  a  hazardous  waste  management  program  as  required  by  Federal  and  state  laws  and 
regulations.  In  2012,  the  base  generated  approximately  1,910  pounds  of  hazardous  waste,  which 
was  disposed  of  at  off-base  permitted  disposal  facilities.  Grand  Forks  AFB  also  operates  a  land 
treatment  facility  (IT- 183)  for  the  remediation  of  petroleum-contaminated  soil  in  the  southwestern 
portion  of  the  base. 

3. 3. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

There  are  seven  ERP  sites  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  that  are  administered  in  accordance  with  the 
Management  Action  Plan  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2006b).  Environmental  response  actions  are  planned 
and  executed  under  the  ERP  in  a  manner  consistent  with  CERCEA  and  other  applicable  laws. 
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3.3.10  Socioeconomics 

Socioeconomics  refers  to  features  or  characteristics  of  the  social  and  economic  environment.  The 
main  concern  for  socioeconomic  resources  is  the  change  in  personnel  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 
associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  that  could  potentially  impact  population, 
employment,  earnings,  housing,  education,  and  public  services.  Grand  Forks  County,  North 
Dakota,  is  the  ROI  for  this  analysis. 

3.3.10.1  Baseline  Conditions 

3.3.10.1.1  Population 

In  2010,  the  population  of  Grand  Forks  County  totaled  66,861  persons  (U.S.  Census  2010g). 
Between  2000  and  2010,  the  ROI  population  increased  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  0.1  percent, 
with  a  total  increase  of  approximately  752  persons  (U.S.  Census  2000g,  2010g).  The  City  of 
Grand  Forks,  the  most  populated  city  in  Grand  Forks  County  and  the  county  seat,  experienced  an 
annual  0.7  percent  increase  over  the  10-year  period  (U.S.  Census  2000h,  2010h).  The 
North  Dakota  population  totaled  672,591  persons  in  2010  and  increased  at  an  average  annual 
growth  rate  of  0.5  percent  between  2000  and  2010  (U.S.  Census  20001,  20101)  (see  Table  3-25). 

In  2012,  Grand  Forks  AFB  had  a  total  work  force  of  2,513  personnel,  which  included 
1,531  military  personnel  (full-time),  303  DoD  civilians,  and  679  other  base  personnel.  In 
addition,  there  were  an  estimated  1,614  military  dependents  and  family  members  associated  with 
the  full-time  military  personnel  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2012a). 

Table  3-25.  Population  for  the  City  of  Grand  Forks,  Grand  Forks  County,  and 

North  Dakota 


Location 

2000 

2010 

Annual  Percent  Change 
(2000-2010) 

City  of  Grand  Forks 

49,321 

52,838 

0.7% 

Grand  Forks  County 

66,109 

66,861 

0.1% 

North  Dakota 

642,200 

672,591 

0.5% 

Source:  U.S.  Census  2000g,  2000h,  2000i,  2010g,  2010h,  2010i. 


3.3. 10. 1.2  Economic  Activity  (Employment  and  Earnings) 

In  2011,  the  most  recent  data  available,  employment  in  Grand  Eorks  County  totaled  51,566  jobs 
(BEA  2012).  The  largest  employment  sectors  in  Grand  Eorks  County  were  government 
(23.4  percent),  followed  by  health  care  and  social  assistance  (14.2  percent)  and  retail  trade 
(14.1  percent)  (BEA  2012).  Construction  accounted  for  5.3  percent  of  total  employment.  In  2012,  the 
unemployment  rate  in  Grand  Eorks  County  was  3.7  percent  (BES  2013a).  The  county 
unemployment  rate  was  higher  than  the  state  (3.1  percent)  but  lower  than  the  Nation  (8.1  percent) 
(BES  2013b).  As  of  April  2013,  the  monthly  unemployment  rate  (not  seasonally  adjusted)  for 
Grand  Eorks  County  was  estimated  at  3.8  percent  (BES  2013c). 

Grand  Eorks  AEB  is  an  important  contributor  to  the  Grand  Eorks  County  economy  through 
employment  of  military  and  civilian  personnel  and  expenditures  for  goods  and  services.  The  total 
economic  impact  of  the  base  on  the  surrounding  communities  between  October  2011  and 
September  2012  was  $203,164,779.  The  payroll  for  military,  DoD  civilians,  and  other  base 
personnel  was  $99,201,416.  An  estimated  $9,320,859  worth  of  MIECON  also  occurred  in  2012 
(Grand  Eorks  AEB  2012a). 
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3.3.10.1.3  Housing 

Table  3-26  presents  census-derived  housing  data  for  the  City  of  Grand  Forks  and 
Grand  Forks  County.  In  2010,  Grand  Forks  County  had  29,344  total  housing  units,  of  which 
6.6  percent  of  the  units  (1,927)  were  vacant  (U.S.  Census  2010g).  Approximately  80  percent  of 
the  total  housing  units  in  Grand  Forks  County  are  located  in  the  City  of  Grand  Forks.  Of  the  total 
housing  units  in  the  City  of  Grand  Forks,  5  percent  (1,189)  were  vacant  at  the  time  of  the  2010 
Census  (U.S.  Census  2010h).  Of  the  vacant  units  in  the  city,  more  than  half  (60  percent)  were  for 
rent,  while  nearly  43  percent  of  those  vacant  units  in  the  county  were  available  for  rent. 


Table  3-26,  Housing  Data  for  the  City  of  Grand  Forks  and  Grand  Forks  County 


Location 

Housing  Units 

Occupied 

Vacant 

For  Rent 

City  of  Grand  Forks 

23,449 

22,260 

1,189 

711 

Grand  Forks  County 

29,344 

27,417 

1,927 

835 

Source:  U.S.  Census  2010g,  2010h. 


There  are  three  housing  options  available  at  Grand  Forks  AFB:  government  housing, 
unaccompanied  housing,  and  housing  in  the  local  community.  Currently,  there  are  576  housing 
units  on  base  with  an  occupancy  rate  of  99.3  percent  (USAF  2013f).  Military  family  housing  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  was  privatized  in  August  2013. 

There  are  five  dormitories  with  a  total  of  412  dormitory  units  for  unaccompanied  Airmen  in  the 
rank  of  E-1  to  E-4  with  less  than  3  years  of  service  on  Grand  Eorks  AEB  (USAE  2013f).  Based 
on  the  29  November  2012  Dormitory  Master  Plan  and  the  EY  2015  Integrated  Manpower 
Requirement  Document,  the  requirement  is  234  units,  resulting  in  a  surplus  of  178  units 
(USAE  2013f).  However,  due  to  a  recent  increase  in  the  number  of  unaccompanied  Airmen 
during  October  2012,  the  actual  requirement  the  base  is  supporting  is  326  enlisted,  which  leaves 
a  surplus  of  86  units.  Housing  in  the  local  community  is  available  for  unaccompanied  Airmen  in 
the  ranks  of  E-4  with  3  or  more  years  of  service. 

3.3.10.1.4  Education 

There  are  nine  public  school  districts  in  Grand  Eorks  County.  The  Grand  Eorks  Public  School 
District  is  the  largest  district,  with  12  elementary  schools,  four  middle  schools,  and  two  high 
schools.  The  district  serves  more  than  7,000  students  in  Grand  Porks  and  on  Grand  Porks  APB. 
The  student- to-teacher  ratios  range  from  9:1  to  16:1  (Grand  Porks  PCD  2012).  In  North  Dakota, 
the  recommendation  for  a  prototypical  public  school  is  15  students  in  kindergarten  through  third 
grade  and  25  students  in  fourth  grade  and  above  (North  Dakota  DPI  2008). 

There  are  two  schools  located  on  the  base,  Carl  Ben  Eielson  Elementary  (grades  K-3)  and 
Nathan  Twining  Elementary/Middle  School  (grades  4-8).  Both  are  part  of  the  Grand  Porks 
Public  School  District.  School-aged  children  in  grades  9-12  who  reside  on  base  attend  Grand 
Porks  Central  High  School,  located  in  Grand  Porks  (USAE  201 2d). 

3.3.10.1.5  Public  Services 

Public  services  in  Grand  Porks  County  include  law  enforcement,  fire  protection,  emergency 
medical  services,  and  medical  services.  The  Grand  Forks  County  Sheriffs  Office  is  responsible 
for  the  law  enforcement  segment  of  public  safety  within  the  county.  In  addition  to  the  Sheriffs 
Office,  there  are  numerous  law  enforcement  agencies  in  the  area. 
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Fire  protection  is  carried  out  by  various  rural  and  municipal  fire  departments  throughout  the 
county.  Grand  Forks  staffs  four  strategically  located  fire  stations  with  57  firefighters 
(City  of  Grand  Forks  2013).  The  closest  fire  station  (Station  4)  is  located  approximately  17  miles 
east  of  Grand  Forks  AFB.  The  Grand  Forks  County  Emergency  Management  department 
provides  an  integrated  emergency  management  system.  Altru  Health  System  is  the  major 
medical  services  provider  in  the  Grand  Forks  region.  The  closest  emergency  room  to  the  base  is 
Altru  Hospital,  located  in  the  City  of  Grand  Forks. 

3.3.10.1.6  Base  Services 

The  319th  Medical  Group  provides  dental  and  medical  services  to  military  personnel  and  their 
families  on  the  base.  The  base  clinic  provides  routine  and  acute  care  and  serves  a  local  patient 
population  of  more  than  7,000  active-duty  and  retired  members  and  their  families. 

Other  base  services  include  dining  facilities,  recreation  and  fitness  centers,  and  youth  and  family 
services.  Dining  facilities  include  the  Airey  Dining  Facility,  which  seats  up  to  228  customers  at  a 
time,  cybercafe,  snackbar,  and  a  sports  cafe/bar.  Recreation  facilities  include  a  pool,  golf  course, 
Frisbee  golf,  bowling  lanes,  and  a  135,000-square-foot  fitness  center.  Youth  and  family  services  on 
base  include  a  CDC,  family  child  care,  and  a  youth  center  (USAF  2013f). 

3.3.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Grand  Forks  County  represents  the  region  of  comparison  for  evaluating  disproportionate  effects 
(in  Chapter  4)  on  populations  of  concern  for  environmental  justice  and  for  children.  Table  3-27 
shows  that  the  proportion  of  minority  persons  in  Grand  Forks  County  is  similar  to  the  State  of 
North  Dakota,  but  much  lower  than  is  typical  in  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  Low-income  persons 
compose  a  slightly  higher  proportion  of  the  county’s  population  than  in  the  State  of  North 
Dakota  and  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  Also,  the  proportion  of  children  in  the  county  population  is 
slightly  lower  than  found  in  the  State  of  North  Dakota  and  the  Nation. 


Table  3-27.  Characterization  of  Environmental  Justice  Populations  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 


Location 

Total  Population 

Minority 

Low-Income" 

Youth 

Number 

Percent 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Grand  Forks  County 

66,861 

7,590 

11.35% 

16.70% 

13,421 

20.07% 

North  Dakota 

672,591 

74,584 

11.09% 

12.30% 

149,871 

22.28% 

United  States 

308,745,538 

111,927,986 

36.25% 

14.30% 

74,181,467 

24.03% 

“  2007-201 1  estimate;  all  other  values  based  on  2010  census. 
Source:  U.S.  Census  2010g,  2010i,  2012. 
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3.4  McConnell  air  force  base 

This  section  of  Chapter  3  describes  the  baseline  conditions  of  the  environmental  resources 
anticipated  to  be  affected  by  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  at 
McConnell  AFB  and,  when  applicable,  in  areas  surrounding  the  base.  The  baseline  resource 
conditions  are  described  to  the  level  of  detail  necessary  to  support  analysis  of  the  potential 
impacts  that  could  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  at 
McConnell  AFB. 

3.4.1  Noise 

Noise,  which  is  defined  as  unwanted  sound,  has  the  potential  to  affect  several  resource  areas 
evaluated  in  this  Final  EIS.  Background  information  on  the  regulatory  setting  and  methodology 
for  noise  is  contained  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Sections  B.I.2  and  B.I.3. 

3. 4. 1.1  Base-Affected  Environment 

The  current  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  is  described  in  Section  2.4.4  and  includes  KC-135 

aircraft.  Table  3-28  shows  noise  levels  of  the  KC-135  at  different  heights  above  the  ground 
during  landings  and  takeoffs.  Aircraft  flying  at  higher  altitudes  may  not  have  flaps  and  gear 
deployed  as  they  would  when  in  landing  or  takeoff  configurations,  resulting  in  slightly  lower  noise 
levels  than  shown  in  Table  3-28.  The  noise  levels  in  this  table  are  presented  as  SELs  in  dB,  which 
are  the  sum  of  sound  energy  during  the  noise  event. 


Table  3-28.  Aircraft  Noise  Levels  at  McConnell  AFB 


Aircraft 

Power 

Setting 

SEL  at  Overflight  Distance  (in  dB) 

250  feet 

500  feet 

1,000  feet 

2,000  feet 

5,000  feet 

10,000  feet 

Landing 

KC-135 

65%  NF 

100 

95 

90 

84 

75 

67 

Takeoff 

KC-135 

90%  NF 

105 

100 

95 

90 

81 

73 

Note:  Aircraft  airspeed  is  160  knots.  Aircraft  operate  at  various  airspeeds  in  and  around  the  airfield. 
Key:  Power  Unit:  NF  -  engine  fan  revolutions  per  minute 
Source:  NOISEMAP  7.2  Maximum  Omega  10  Results. 


Of  the  38,618  annual  operations  conducted  at  McConnell  AEB,  8  percent  occur  during  the  night 
between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  Due  to  the  potential  for  night  noise  to  be  particularly 
intrusive,  noise  events  occurring  during  this  time  period  are  assessed  a  10  dB  penalty  when 
calculating  DNL. 

The  baseline  noise  contours  shown  on  Eigure  3-4  reflect  the  current  level  of  operations  at 
McConnell  AEB  and  were  calculated  using  NOISEMAP  (Version  7.2).  As  a  point  of  reference, 
Eigure  3-4  also  shows  the  65  dB  DNE  noise  contour  published  in  the  2004  AICUZ  report 
(USAE  2004).  The  changes  in  calculated  noise  levels  between  baseline  conditions  and  the 
2004  AICUZ  report  result  from  operations  data  updates  and  refinements  to  noise  modeling 
algorithms.  KC-135  operations  have  decreased  since  2004,  resulting  in  reduced  noise  levels. 
Baseline  noise  levels  were  calculated  using  algorithms  that  account  for  location-specific  effects 
of  local  terrain  (e.g.,  hills  and  valleys)  and  ground  impedance  (e.g.,  grass  absorbs  sound  energy 
to  a  greater  degree  than  water). 


Final 


3-63 


March  2014 


m\  1 1  nj 


KC-46A  Fomal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


ft' 

.eiiogg  Dr 


E  31  St  St 


Legend 


□□  McConnell  AFB  □  Park 

H  Representative  Location  •  Day  Care 
A  Mobile  Home  Park  •  School 


k\ 


Baseline  Conditions  Noise  (dBA  DNL) 

65-70  70-75  75-80 

80-85  >85 


City  of  Derby  Boundary 

j _ I  City  of  Wichita  Boundary 

''  V  2004AICUZ  65  dB  Noise  Contour 
Kansas  1-meter  Aerial  Imagery  (NAIP  2012b)  N 


Miles 
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Table  3-29  shows  the  number  of  on-  and  off-base  acres  and  estimated  residents  that  are  currently 
exposed  to  noise  levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNL.  It  is  widely  accepted  that  65  dB  DNL  is  the  noise 
level  at  which  a  substantial  percentage  of  the  population  can  be  expected  to  be  annoyed,  and  this 
has  been  accepted  by  the  USAF  and  several  other  Federal  agencies  as  the  level  above  which  noise- 
sensitive  land  uses  are  not  considered  compatible  (see  Section  3.4.7  and  Volume  II,  Appendix  C, 
Section  C.I.3.I).  On  base,  46  buildings  are  affected  by  noise  levels  of  80  dB  or  greater.  Per  DoD 
policy,  the  80  dB  DNL  noise  contour  is  used  to  identify  populations  most  at  risk  of  potential 
hearing  loss  (USD  2009).  If  no  residence  or  populated  area  is  within  the  80  dB  DNL  contour,  then 
no  further  risk  assessment  is  warranted.  None  of  the  affected  buildings  are  residential.  The  risk  of 
hearing  loss  among  workers  at  McConnell  AFB  is  managed  according  to  DoD  regulations  for 
occupational  noise  exposure.  OSHA  and  NIOSH  occupational  noise  exposure  regulations  would 
continue  to  be  enforced  to  protect  employees  of  McConnell  AFB. 


Table  3-29.  Population  and  Acreage  Affected  Under  Noise  Contours  Near  McConnell  AFB, 

Baseline  Conditions 


Noise  Level  (dB  DNL) 

Baseline  Conditions 

Off-Base  Population 

Off-Base  Acres 

On-Base  Acres 

65-69 

213 

650 

438 

70-74 

1 

74 

418 

75-79 

0 

0 

455 

80-84 

0 

0 

198 

>85 

0 

0 

128 

Total 

214 

724 

1,637 

Note:  Population  estimates  were  made  based  on  2010  U.S.  Census  Bureau  data.  The  number  of  persons  currently  residing  in  affected  areas  may 


differ  from  what  has  been  stated. 


Table  3-30  presents  noise  conditions  at  several  representative  locations  in  the  area  surrounding 
McConnell  AFB.  The  representative  locations  do  not  denote  a  specific  noise-sensitive  receptor,  but 
were  instead  established  based  on  central  points  of  U.S.  Census  subdivisions.  The  areas  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  representative  locations  are  expected  to  experience  similar  aircraft  noise  levels.  Of  the 
8  locations  studied,  which  are  depicted  on  Figure  3-4,  only  one  location  experiences  aircraft  noise 
levels  at  or  greater  than  65  dB  DNL.  Departures  and  closed  patterns  of  transient  aircraft  (e.g.,  F-16C, 
T-38C)  are  the  operations  that  are  major  contributors  to  noise  in  the  McConnell  AFB  vicinity.  A  few 
KC-135  closed  pattern  operations  were  also  part  of  the  top  five  SEL  noise  contributors.  Table  C-1-4 
in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-I,  provides  details  regarding  the  major  noise-contributing 
operations  at  each  location  under  baseline  conditions  at  McConnell  AFB. 


Table  3-30.  McConnell  AFB  Representative  Locations  Under  Baseline  Conditions 


Location  ID 

Baseline  Conditions 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs  (dB)“ 

1 

52 

83-94 

2 

65 

95-108 

3 

54 

80-89 

4 

52 

81-95 

5 

55 

85-96 

6 

53 

85-98 

7 

52 

82-102 

8 

61 

91-102 

‘Top  5  SELs’  refers  to  the  range  of  loudest  five  event  types  experienced  at  the  location  (see  Volume  II, 
Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-1). 
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Base  flying  procedures  have  been  designed  to  minimize  impacts  on  the  surrounding  community 
while  maximizing  operational  capacity  and  flexibility.  Lower-level  closed  pattern  operations  are  not 
allowed  to  be  conducted  between  10:00  P.M.  and  6:00  A.M.  Transient  aircraft  are  not  permitted  to 
conduct  practice  landings  between  10:00  P.M.  and  6:00  A.M.,  with  the  exception  of  transient 
KC-135  aircraft.  Based  KC-135  aircraft  regularly  use  the  airfield,  and  noise  patterns  are  established 
(McConnell  AFB  2006a).  Noise  complaints  in  the  community  around  McConnell  AFB  are 
infrequent.  Complaints  range  from  general  noise  complaints  to  complaints  of  low-flying  aircraft. 

3.4.2  Air  Quality 

In  Kansas,  the  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment  (KDHE)  is  responsible  for 
enforcing  air  pollution  regulations.  The  KDHE  uses  the  NAAQS  to  regulate  air  quality  within 
Kansas.  Additional  background  information  on  the  CAA  and  the  NAAQS  is  contained  in 
Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.2.  Information  on  regional  climate  is  contained  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  D,  Section  D.4. 

The  KDHE  Bureau  of  Air  Quality  enforces  the  NAAQS  by  monitoring  state-wide  air  quality  and 
developing  rules  to  regulate  and  permit  stationary  sources  of  air  emissions.  The  Kansas  Air 
Quality  Regulations  are  found  in  Article  19,  Agency  28,  of  the  Kansas  Administrative 
Regulations  (KDHE  2013a).  McConnell  AEB  currently  operates  under  a  Class  II  Permit-By-Rule 
Operating  Permit,  under  Kansas  Administrative  Regulation  28-19-564. 

3.4.2. 1  Region  of  Influence  and  Existing  Air  Quality 

Air  emissions  produced  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at 
McConnell  APB  would  mainly  affect  air  quality  within  the  greater  Wichita  area  and  Sedgwick 
County.  KC-46A  operations  associated  with  the  PTU  scenario  would  also  affect  air  quality  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  auxiliary  airfields  and  along  aircraft  flight  routes  between  these  locations. 
Currently,  Sedgwick  County  and  the  areas  surrounding  the  auxiliary  airfields  proposed  for  use  by 
the  PTU  are  in  attainment  of  the  NAAQS  for  all  pollutants.  However,  air  monitoring  data  show 
that  maximum  O3  levels  recorded  in  the  Wichita  area  from  2010  to  2012  are  slightly  higher  than 
the  national  standard  (KDHE  2013b).  Prescribed  bums  and  wildfires  within  and  outside  of  Kansas 
that  transported  smoke  and  O3  precursor  emissions  into  the  area  were  contributors  to  some  of  these 
high  O3  readings  (USEPA  2012).  As  a  result,  the  USEPA  excluded  these  “exceptional  events”  as 
O3  exceedance  days  in  the  area.  Whether  the  Wichita  area  remains  in  attainment  of  the  O3  standard 
will  depend  on  future  air  quality  levels,  in  addition  to  the  outcome  of  the  current  effort  of  the 
USEPA  to  review  the  appropriateness  of  the  existing  national  O3  standard. 

3.4.2.2  Regional  Air  Emissions 

Table  3-31  summarizes  estimates  of  the  annual  emissions  generated  by  Sedgwick  County  in 
CY  2008  (USEPA  2013a).  The  majority  of  emissions  within  the  region  occur  from  (1)  on-road 
and  nonroad  mobile  sources  (VOCs,  CO,  and  NOx),  (2)  solvent/surface  coating  usages  (VOCs), 
and  (3)  fugitive  dust  from  unpaved  roads  and  constmction  activities  (PM10/PM2.5). 


Table  3-31.  Annual  Emissions  for  Sedgwick  County,  Kansas,  CY  2008 


Source  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMi« 

PM2.S 

COie  (mt) 

Stationary  Sources 

19,509 

9,576 

4,984 

817 

42,473 

6,228 

34,902 

Mobile  Sources 

8,223 

93,851 

15,510 

199 

819 

646 

3,190,452 

Total 

27,732 

103,426 

20,495 

1,016 

43,292 

6,874 

3,225,354 

Key:  COic  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 
Source:  USEPA  2013a. 
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3.4.2. 3  McConnell  AFB  Emissions 

Operational  emissions  due  to  existing  operations  at  McConnell  AFB  occur  from  (1)  aircraft 
operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing,  (2)  AGE,  (3)  onsite  GMVs  and  POVs,  (4)  offsite 
POV  commutes,  (5)  nonroad  mobile  equipment,  (6)  mobile  fuel  transfer  operations,  and 
(7)  stationary  and  area  sources.  Table  3-32  summarizes  the  most  recent  estimate  of  annual 
operational  emissions  that  occurred  at  McConnell  AFB  (CY  2012).  Data  needed  to  calculate 
existing  emissions  at  McConnell  AFB  were  obtained  from  (1)  the  project  noise  analyses  for 
aircraft  operations,  (2)  activity  data  collected  for  2012  operations,  (3)  a  statement  of  2012 
stationary  source  emissions  for  McConnell  AFB  (McConnell  AFB  2013a),  and  (4)  the  2012 
Fairchild  AFB  emissions  inventory  for  AGE  and  mobile  fuel  operations.  The  analysis  used  AGE 
and  mobile  fuel  operations  data  from  Fairchild  AFB,  as  McConnell  AFB  is  not  required  to 
collect  these  data  as  part  of  their  air  permitting  process.  Emission  factors  used  to  calculate 
combustive  emissions  for  the  KC-135  aircraft  were  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  CFM 
International  for  the  CFM56-2B1  engine  (ICAO  2013a).  The  data  in  Table  3-32  also  are  used  to 
estimate  non-aircraft  source  emissions  for  future  project  scenarios  at  McConnell  AFB. 
Volume  II,  Appendix  D,  Section  D.4,  of  this  Final  EIS  includes  estimations  of  criteria  pollutant 
emissions,  HAPs,  and  GHGs  from  existing  sources  at  McConnell  AFB. 


Table  3-32,  Annual  Emissions  from  Existing  Operations  at  McConnell  AFB,  CY  2012 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMi« 

PM2.5 

0 

0 

I 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

10.89 

176.49 

291.09 

27.06 

1.47 

1.47 

75,389 

Transient  Aircraft 

11.89 

52.46 

97.63 

8.46 

6.72 

6.72 

20,676 

On- Wing  Aircraft  Engine 

Testing  -  KC-135 

2.03 

27.92 

44.75 

3.56 

0.19 

0.19 

9,907 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

1.67 

11.98 

14.08 

0.40 

1.86 

1.71 

1,708 

GM Vs/Nonroad  Equipment 

1.67 

9.13 

22.09 

0.58 

1.81 

1.06 

2,659 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  On 
Base 

0.24 

8.49 

1.64 

0.02 

0.08 

0.04 

1,258 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  Off 
Base 

1.40 

41.47 

10.02 

0.09 

0.75 

0.43 

6,052 

Mobile  Euel  Transfer  Operations 

0.11 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

a 

7.96 

11.94 

0.27 

a 

a 

a 

Total  Emissions 

40.79 

335.90 

493.25 

40.43 

12.89 

11.63 

117,551 

Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant. 


Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 

3.4.3  Safety 

3.4. 3. 1  Flight  Safety 

McConnell  AFB  has  had  only  two  Class  B  mishaps  and  zero  Class  A  mishaps  on  or  around  the 
airfield  in  the  last  10  years.  Both  of  the  Class  B  mishaps  were  engine  component  failures.  Neither 
was  due  to  conditions  around/on  the  airfield  nor  related  to  BASH  (USAF  2013g).  Since  1965, 
KC-135  aircraft  at  McConnell  AFB  have  been  involved  in  two  Class  A  mishaps  (Hoctor  2009). 
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The  KC-135  and  the  future  KC-46A  have  the  ability  to  jettison  fuel  during  emergency  situations. 
Data  on  historical  KC-135  operations  show  that  slightly  less  than  two  sorties  per  thousand  resulted 
in  a  release  of  fuel  (AMC  2013).  The  ability  to  land  the  KC-46A  at  a  much  higher  weight  than  the 
KC-135  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  frequency  of  fuel  releases  for  the  KC-46A.  As  such,  it  is 
expected  that  KC-46A  sorties  would  experience  a  lower  frequency  of  fuel  releases. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  USAF  MAJCOMs  to  follow  APIs  or  supplement  those  APIs  that  have  been 
established.  These  policies  require  that  pilots  avoid  fuel  jettison,  unless  safety  of  flight  dictates 
immediate  jettison.  For  example,  AMC  policy,  which  covers  all  USAF  tanker  assets,  requires 
that,  whenever  possible,  any  fuel  released  from  an  aircraft  must  occur  above  20,000  feet  AGL 
(AMC  2004,  2012).  This  policy  is  designed  to  minimize  potential  impacts  of  fuel  jettison  events. 

The  main  environmental  concern  from  fuel  released  from  an  aircraft  is  the  deposition  of  fuel 
onto  the  ground  and/or  surface  waters  and  subsequent  negative  impact  on  human  health  or 
natural  resources.  The  results  of  a  definitive  study  on  the  fate  of  jettisoned  fuel  from  large  USAF 
aircraft  (e.g.,  KC-135)  (Deepti  2003)  were  used  to  identify  a  reasonably  conservative  ground- 
level  fuel  deposition  value  for  the  KC-46A.  This  study  used  the  Fuel  Jettison  Simulation  model 
developed  by  the  USAF  to  estimate  the  ground  deposition  of  fuel  from  jettison  events  (Teske  and 
Curbishley  2000).  This  maximum  ground-level  fuel  deposition  value  identified  for  the  KC-46A 
would  result  in  effects  that  are  well  below  known  natural  resource  and  human  health  thresholds 
for  jet  fuel.  Therefore,  the  maximum  fuel  deposition  value  expected  from  the  KC-46A  would  not 
produce  substantial  impacts  on  human  health  or  natural  resources.  In  view  of  this,  no  further 
analysis  is  included  in  this  section. 

3.4.3. 1.1  Wildlife  Strike  Hazard  at  McConnell  APB  and  Vicinity 

Bird-aircraft  strikes  (as  well  as  other  animal  strikes)  on  the  runway  and  during  takeoffs  and 
landings  have  been  documented  as  an  ongoing  hazard  in  the  BASH  program.  The  base  is  located 
on  a  migration  flyway  for  Canadian  geese,  as  well  as  other  migratory  birds.  The  base  has  a 
BASH  program  to  help  minimize  the  potential  for  migratory  birds  to  congregate  on  base. 
Records  from  2005  to  2009  show  numerous  bird  strikes  ranging  from  114  in  2006  to  33  in  2009 
(USAF  2013g). 

The  wildlife  that  have  been  identified  to  pose  the  greatest  risk  of  damaging  aircraft  are  Canada 
geese,  various  duck  species,  common  nighthawks,  gulls,  pigeons,  starlings,  deer,  and  raptors. 
The  BASH  Plan  provides  instructions  to  identify  the  species  of  bird  whenever  a  strike  occurs  to 
direct  bird  reduction  methods. 

The  BASH  Plan  identifies  several  approaches  to  reduce  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strike  hazards, 
including  grounds  maintenance,  physical  removal  of  the  birds,  and  improving  flight  crew 
awareness.  Flight  Safety  is  primarily  responsible  for  BASH  monitoring  and  improvement  and  is 
required  to  abide  by  the  BASH  Plan  (McConnell  APB  2012a). 

As  is  the  case  at  other  bases,  the  BASH  program  is  divided  into  two  periods:  Phase  I  and 
Phase  II.  For  most  operations,  the  procedures  are  the  same.  However,  some  restrictions  may 
apply  to  Phase  II.  Phase  II  is  identified  as  a  period  of  higher  bird  activity  based  on  data  collected 
over  many  years.  Phase  II  normally  begins  1  September  and  ends  28  February. 

3.4. 3.2  Ground  Safety 

There  are  370  acres  of  the  CZ  and  2  acres  of  APZ  I  within  the  base  boundary.  All  of  the  land  in 
the  northern  and  southern  APZs  I  and  II  is  outside  the  base  boundary  and  partially  in  the  limits  of 
the  City  of  Wichita.  The  land  in  the  Wichita  City  limits  is  zoned  commercial  and  residential. 
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Land  in  the  southern  APZ  I  is  in  Sedgwick  County  and  in  the  southern  APZ  II  is  partially  in 
Sedgwick  County  and  partially  in  the  City  of  Derby.  Each  of  McConnell  AFB’s  CZs  consists  of 
an  area  3,800  feet  wide  by  3,000  feet  long.  Each  APZ  I  is  3,800  feet  wide  by  5,000  feet  long,  and 
each  APZ  II  is  3,800  feet  wide  by  7,000  feet  long. 

Land  in  the  northern  CZ  is  partially  within  the  base  boundary,  with  the  remainder  zoned  as 
industrial  land  in  Sedgwick  County.  Land  in  the  southern  CZ  is  within  the  base  boundary,  with 
the  exception  of  47th  Street. 

As  indicated  in  Section  3.4.7,  Land  Use,  the  majority  of  the  land  in  the  northern  APZ  I  consists 
of  industrial  and  open-space/low-density  use  in  Sedgwick  County.  The  southern  APZ  I  is  entirely 
in  Sedgwick  County  and  land  use  is  primarily  open-space/low-density.  The  northern  APZ  II  is 
almost  entirely  in  the  City  of  Wichita,  and  land  use  is  primarily  residential,  along  with  smaller 
parcels  of  commercial  land  use  south  of  Harry  Street.  Land  within  the  southern  APZ  II  consists 
of  open-spacedow-density  and  residential  use  in  Sedgwick  County,  and  commercial  and  open- 
space/low-density  use  in  the  City  of  Derby. 

Capability  for  fire  response  is  located  on  base  and  in  the  local  communities.  The  base  fire 
department  is  party  to  mutual-aid  support  agreements  with  the  nearby  communities. 

3.4.4  Soils  and  Water 

3.4.4. 1  Soil  Resources 

McConnell  AFB  is  located  in  the  Arkansas  River  Lowlands  section  of  the  Central  Lowland 
physiographic  region.  Soil  underlying  the  base  is  primarily  of  the  Urban  land-Ewin  and  of  the 
Urban  land-Tabler  associations  (NRCS  2012).  Most  of  the  native  soils  on  base  have  been 
disturbed  and  as  a  result,  soils  have  been  intermixed  with  urbanized  land  features,  making  the 
original  soils  unidentifiable  (HQ  AMC  2012;  McConnell  AFB  2004a).  The  soil  of  these 
associations  is  deep  and  moderately  well-drained,  with  high  run-off  and  slow  permeability. 

3. 4.4.2  Water  Resources 

3.4. 4. 2.1  Surface  Water 

McConnell  AFB  is  located  in  the  Lower  Arkansas  River  watershed  (HQ  AMC  2012).  Major 
surface  water  features  located  in  the  vicinity  of  McConnell  AFB  include  the  Arkansas  River, 
located  approximately  3  miles  southwest  of  the  base,  and  two  tributaries  of  the  Arkansas  River, 
McConnell  Creek  and  Gypsum  Creek  (McConnell  AFB  2004a;  USAF  2009).  Surface  water 
features  on  base  include  small  feeder  tributaries  of  the  Arkansas  River  and  several  small  ponds, 
which  are  used  for  irrigation  or  stormwater  control  (McConnell  AFB  2004a).  The  majority  of 
surface  drainage  on  the  base  flows  into  McConnell  Creek,  which  later  discharges  into  the 
Arkansas  River  southwest  of  the  base.  The  remaining  drainage  is  captured  by  Gypsum  Creek, 
which  also  discharges  to  the  Arkansas  River  (HQ  AMC  2012).  The  Arkansas  River  at  Wichita  is 
identified  on  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  303(d)  list  as  impaired  for  its  lead,  phosphorus, 
biology,  chloride,  and  fecal  coliform  levels  (KDHE  2012). 

Underground  pipes,  culverts,  and  natural  channels  collect  stormwater  run-off  from  the  base 
(McConnell  AFB  2004a).  Run-off  from  McConnell  AFB  is  conveyed  off  base  via  drainage 
swales,  storm  sewers,  and  drainage  channels  through  1  of  13  outfalls. 

McConnell  Creek  runs  across  the  base  in  a  northeast  to  southwest  direction  and  receives  drainage 
from  the  largest  portion  of  the  base  through  1  of  the  13  outfalls.  The  gates  of  the  main  channel 
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and  bypass  control  structures  near  Sedgwick  Street  can  be  closed  in  the  event  of  a  spill 
(USAF  2009).  The  western  portion  of  the  base  discharges  into  Gypsum  Creek  via  multiple 
drainage  channels.  McConnell  Creek  has  been  classified  as  a  jurisdictional  water  of  the  United 
States  (a  waterway  that  falls  within  the  Section  404  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  [USAGE]). 

To  manage  stormwater  run-off  and  to  protect  the  quality  of  surface  water  on  base  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  base,  McConnell  AEB  has  been  issued  two  different  stormwater  permits.  The  base 
housing  area  is  covered  under  a  municipal  storm  sewers  permit,  and  the  remainder  of  the  base  is 
covered  by  an  industrial  NPDES  permit.  The  NPDES  permit  requires  stormwater  outfall 
sampling  at  different  frequencies  and  in  different  watersheds,  depending  on  the  activities  being 
conducted  on  the  base.  Eor  example,  deicing  occurs  along  a  taxiway  in  Drainage  Area  1-19. 
While  all  outfalls  are  sampled  on  a  regular  basis.  Outfall  19  is  sampled  at  an  increased  frequency 
during  periods  of  deicing  activities.  Deicing  is  conducted  with  a  propylene  glycol  solution. 

During  the  past  3  years  all  deicing  has  occurred  at  Taxiway  Alpha  in  Drainage  Area  1-19.  The 
deicing  system  at  this  location  consists  of  three  deicing  pads  and  associated  infrastructure. 
Stormwater  runoff  from  the  deicing  pads  that  occurs  during  the  winter  months  is  collected  and 
temporarily  stored  in  an  underground  holding  tank.  The  effluent  collected  from  this  tank  is 
gradually  pumped  from  the  holding  tank  through  a  wet  well  for  release  to  the  sanitary  sewer 
system.  During  the  summer  months,  a  diversion  valve  in  the  system  allows  runoff  from  the 
Taxiway  Alpha  stormwater  system  to  be  conveyed  to  Outfall  19. 

Past  sampling  results  at  the  outfall  from  Drainage  Area  1-19  have  indicated  elevated  biological 
oxygen  demand  (BOD)  levels,  which  could  result  from  deicing  chemicals.  These  levels  have 
been  reported  to  the  KDHE  in  accordance  with  permit  requirements.  The  base,  in  coordination 
with  the  KDHE,  has  implemented  best  management  practices  to  reduce  BOD  levels  in  surface 
water  at  this  outfall.  These  have  included  monitoring,  flushing  of  the  system  prior  to  opening  the 
diversion  valve,  replacement  of  the  diversion  valves,  and  a  discontinued  effort  to  conduct  deicing 
on  a  parking  apron.  The  base  will  continue  to  monitor  and  report  BOD  exceedances,  should  they 
occur  from  this  outfall.  The  NPDES  permit  also  requires  periodic  visual  monitoring  to  ensure 
that  discharges  are  in  compliance  with  permit  requirements  (KDHE  2008).  The  current  NPDES 
permit  expired  as  of  31  December  2012.  However,  the  renewal  has  been  submitted  and  the  base 
is  permitted  to  continue  to  discharge  under  this  permit  until  further  notice  (Pettus  2013a). 

3.4. 4. 2.2  Groundwater 

A  shallow,  unconfined  aquifer  and  a  deeper,  water-bearing  aquifer  occur  below  McConnell  APB. 
The  shallow  aquifer  is  between  1  and  22  feet  below  ground  surface  and  generally  flows  in 
accordance  to  the  local  topography  toward  local  surface  water  drainage  features.  Due  to 
insufficient  data,  the  direction  of  flow  of  the  deep  aquifer  is  undetermined  at  this  time 
(McConnell  APB  2007).  Groundwater  on  base  is  not  used  as  a  source  of  potable  water. 

3.4. 4. 2.3  Ploodplains 

Preliminary  mapping  shows  that  approximately  250  acres  of  the  base  are  located  within  the 
100-year  floodplain.  The  areas  located  within  the  100-year  floodplain  are  along  McConnell 
Creek  and  several  of  its  intermittent  tributaries  that  cross  the  base  from  northeast  to  southwest 
(HQ  AMC  2012). 
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3.4.5  Biological  Resources 

3. 4. 5.1  Vegetation 

Tall  and  mixed  grass  prairie  historically  dominated  the  land  associated  with  and  surrounding 
McConnell  AFB  (McConnell  AFB  2004a).  Agriculture  dominated  the  area  prior  to  construction 
of  the  original  city  airport.  Subsequently,  much  of  the  natural  vegetative  community  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  base  has  been  altered  or  eliminated  by  agricultural  activities  and  urban 
development. 

Nearly  90  percent  of  McConnell  AFB  is  improved  or  semi-improved  habitat  (McConnell  AFB 
2004a).  Vegetative  cover  within  the  improved  areas  typically  includes  mowed  lawns  and  select 
tree  and  shrub  landscaping,  mostly  around  buildings  and  along  major  streets.  Semi-improved 
areas  are  also  largely  mowed  grass  areas  with  scattered  trees.  The  area  around  the  airfield 
consists  primarily  of  grasses  that  are  periodically  mowed  in  accordance  with  BASH 
requirements. 

Most  unimproved  areas  on  the  base  are  disturbed  sites  with  opportunistic  herbaceous  growth,  old 
agricultural  fields  that  have  lain  fallow  for  many  years,  or  wooded  riparian  corridors 
(McConnell  AFB  2004a).  Most  of  the  unimproved  land  is  found  in  the  southern  half  of  the  base, 
except  for  a  small  area  east  of  the  housing  area.  The  area  of  the  base  south  of  47th  Street  was 
leased  for  grazing  in  the  past.  Although  grazing  may  partially  simulate  the  disturbance  of  fire, 
some  invasion  by  woody  species  and  opportunistic  herbaceous  plants  still  occurs.  The  area  is  not 
currently  leased  for  grazing  but  could  be  in  the  future. 

3.4.5.2  Wildlife 

Information  on  wildlife  occurring  on  McConnell  AFB  is  provided  in  the  INRMP  (McConnell 
AFB  2004a)  and  by  the  McConnell  AFB  Natural  Resource  Manager.  Wildlife  habitat  is  limited 
on  McConnell  AFB  due  to  the  extensive  development.  White-tailed  deer  and  coyotes  are  the 
most  common  large  mammals,  and  the  eastern  cottontail  rabbit,  opossum  {Didelphis  virginiana), 
and  raccoon  (Procyon  lotor)  are  the  most  common  small  mammals.  Although  no  amphibians  or 
reptiles  have  been  identified  on  McConnell  AFB,  a  variety  are  known  to  occur  in  Sedgwick 
County,  the  most  common  of  which  are  the  western  chorus  frog  (Pseudacris  triseriata),  bullfrog, 
and  plains  leopard  frog  (Rana  blairi). 

McConnell  AFB  is  located  within  the  Central  Flyway  (USFWS  2013a),  which  is  a  bird  migration 
corridor  generally  designated  for  waterfowl  and  managed  by  state  governments  and  the  USFWS. 
Therefore,  a  large  number  of  geese  and  ducks  may  occur  in  the  general  region  during  migration 
seasons. 

3.4. 5. 3  Special-Status  Species 

No  known  Federal  or  state  threatened  or  endangered  species  are  known  to  occur  at 
McConnell  AFB.  There  is  no  critical  habitat  known  to  occur  on  base  (USFWS  2013c).  Although 
no  special-status  species  are  known  to  occur  at  McConnell  AFB,  11  species  have  the  potential  to 
occur  in  Sedgwick  County,  Kansas  (see  Table  3-33).  Many  varieties  of  birds  protected  under  the 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  occur  as  residents  or  migrants  near  McConnell  AFB. 
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Table  3-33,  Special-Status  Species  that  Could  Occur  at  McConnell  AFB 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  at 
McConnell  AFB 

Federal" 

State" 

Birds 

Eskimo  curlew 

Numenius  borealis 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Interior  least  tern 

Sterna  antillarum 

FE,  MBTA 

SE 

No 

Peregrine  falcon 

Falco  peregrinus 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Piping  plover 

Charadrius  melodus 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Snowy  plover 

Charadrius  alexandrinus 

MBTA 

ST 

No 

Whooping  crane 

Grus  americana 

FE,  MBTA 

SE 

No 

Fish 

Arkansas  darter 

Etheostoma  cragini 

FC 

ST 

No 

Arkansas  River  shiner 

Etheostama  cragini 

- 

SE 

No 

Arkansas  River  speckled  chub 

Maerhybopsis  tetranema 

- 

SE 

No 

Silver  chub 

Maerhybopsis  storeriana 

- 

SE 

No 

Mammals 

Eastern  spotted  skunk 

Spilogale  putorius 

- 

ST 

No 

^  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
^  Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife,  Parks  and  Tourism 

Key:  FC  -  candidate  for  Federal  listing;  FE  -  listed  as  endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act;  MBTA  -  protected  under  the  Migratory 
Bird  Treaty  Act;  SE  -  state-listed  as  endangered;  ST  -  state-listed  as  threatened 
Source:  KDWPT  2005;  McConnell  AFB  2004a;  USFWS  2013b. 


3. 4. 5. 4  Wetlands 

An  onsite  investigation  performed  in  April  2000  identified  a  total  of  14.8  acres  of  wetlands  on 
base,  including  3.04  acres  of  palustrine  forested  wetlands  and  11.76  acres  of  palustrine  emergent 
wetlands  (McConnell  AFB  2004a).  Additionally,  6.33  miles  of  McConnell  Creek,  streams,  and 
ditches  on  base  exhibited  wetland  characteristics. 

3.4.6  Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resources  are  historic  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  or  objects  considered 
important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or  community  for  scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  other 
purposes.  They  include  archaeological  resources,  historic  architectural/engineering  resources, 
and  traditional  resources. 

3.4.6. 1  Architectural 

All  buildings  and  structures  with  the  potential  to  be  considered  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP 
have  been  evaluated  at  McConnell  AFB.  In  1995,  all  buildings  constructed  prior  to  1956  were 
evaluated  (McConnell  AFB  2004b).  In  1996,  the  buildings  on  the  base  constructed  between  1945 
and  1989  were  evaluated  as  part  of  a  larger  Cold  War  study  that  evaluated  27  bases  and  associated 
ranges  around  the  country  (USAF  1996).  Additional  architectural  reviews  have  occurred  during 
periodic  Integrated  Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan  updates.  In  2011,  McConnell  AFB 
conducted  a  Section  110  inventory  that  examined  81  buildings  and  structures.  McConnell  AFB  has 
determined  that  five  buildings  and  one  structure  are  eligible  for  the  NRHP:  Hangars  9,  1 106,  and 
1107;  Buildings  1218  and  1219;  and  the  paved  flightline  (McConnell  AFB  2004b;  Rosin 
Preservation  2011).  The  Kansas  SHPO  has  concurred  with  eligibility  determinations  for  Hangar  9 
and  Buildings  1218  and  1219,  and  McConnell  AFB  is  continuing  to  consult  regarding 
Hangars  1 106  and  1 107  and  the  paved  flightline  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A.4.4).  No 
Section  106  consultation  is  required  for  housing  units  covered  by  program  comments 
(e.g..  Department  of  the  Air  Force  Program  Comment  for  Capehart  and  Wherry  Era  Housing  and 
Associated  Structures  and  Landscape  Features  [1949-1962]  [70  Federal  Register  [FR]  66959]). 
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3.4.6.2  Archaeological 

Three  archaeological  surveys  have  been  conducted  on  McConnell  AFB  since  1978.  The  entire 
base  has  been  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources,  resulting  in  the  identification  and 
documentation  of  eight  historic  archaeological  sites  (McConnell  AFB  2004b).  There  are  no 
NRHP-eligible  archaeological  sites  on  McConnell  AFB. 

3.4.63  Traditional 

McConnell  AFB  has  identified  12  tribes  typically  consulted  with  as  part  of  the  NEPA  and 
Section  106  processes.  This  list  of  tribes  is  contained  in  Table  A-1  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  A, 
Section  A. 3.  There  are  no  known  tribal  sacred  sites  or  properties  of  traditional  religious  and 
cultural  importance  in  the  vicinity  of  McConnell  AFB. 

3.4.7  Land  Use 

McConnell  AFB  is  located  in  Sedgwick  County,  Kansas,  on  the  outskirts  of  Wichita,  Kansas.  Land 
use  surrounding  McConnell  AFB  is  a  mixture  of  industrial,  residential,  commercial,  and 
agricultural  (or  undeveloped  areas).  The  downtown  area  of  the  City  of  Wichita  is  approximately 
6  miles  northwest  of  the  base,  and  the  City  of  Derby  is  located  approximately  2  miles  to  the  south. 

3.4.7. 1  Base 

The  2011  McConnell  AFB  IDP  describes  the  long-term  development  opportunities,  current  land 
uses,  and  the  projected  future  direction  for  the  base.  As  shown  on  Figure  3-4,  the  airfield  area 
dominates  the  base.  The  airfield,  including  the  taxiways  and  parking  aprons  on  the  east  and  west, 
extends  to  the  northern  and  southern  base  boundary.  On  the  east  side  of  the  airfield,  industrial 
and  aircraft  maintenance  areas  are  located  directly  adjacent  to  the  airfield.  Additional  industrial 
use  areas  are  situated  in  the  southeast  part  of  the  base,  surrounded  by  open  space  and  outdoor 
recreation  areas.  The  main  cantonment  area  with  the  administrative,  community  services 
(medical,  commercial),  and  housing  (for  both  unaccompanied  Airmen  and  families)  is  east  of  the 
industrial  and  aircraft  areas.  The  west  side  of  the  airfield  is  developed  with  a  similar  arrangement 
on  a  smaller  scale  with  aircraft  maintenance  and  industrial-use  areas  along  the  airfield,  a  core 
built-up  area  with  mission  support  activities,  and  open  space  areas  interspersed  between  the  base 
boundary  and  the  built-up  areas  (McConnell  AFB  2011a). 

The  2011  IDP  indicates  that  the  current  arrangement  of  land  uses  on  McConnell  AFB  will 
continue  into  the  future.  Several  future  construction  projects  are  identified  in  the  IDP  for  the 
main  cantonment  area  on  the  east  side,  including  the  development  of  the  Krueger  Recreation 
Area  (McConnell  AFB  2011b;  USAF  2012e). 

Figure  3-4  shows  that  much  of  the  cantonment  area  is  exposed  to  noise  levels  of  65  dB  DNL  and 
greater.  These  noise  levels  are  not  incompatible  with  most  mission  functions  and  land  use.  One 
child  care  facility  is  exposed  to  these  higher  noise  levels.  The  family  housing  area  on  the 
northeast  end  of  the  base  is  outside  the  noise  exposure  zone. 

3.4. 7.2  Surrounding  Areas 

The  City  of  Wichita  extends  to  the  McConnell  AFB  boundary  to  the  north  and  west. 
Unincorporated  areas  of  Sedgwick  County  surround  the  base  to  the  north,  east,  south,  and  west 
(where  the  City  of  Wichita  does  not). 

The  area  north  of  McConnell  AFB  and  east  (south)  of  T35  has  a  mixture  of  open/vacant  land, 
industrial  and  commercial  land,  with  pockets  of  residential  land.  Land  located  east  of  the  base  is 
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primarily  agricultural  and  less  urbanized.  Industry  is  the  primary  use  immediately  to  the  north 
and  west  of  the  base,  notably  with  a  Cessna  aircraft  facility  on  the  northwest  and  the  Cessna 
airfield/runway  to  the  north.  Several  large  aviation  industrial  facilities  and  warehouse/storage 
buildings  are  located  directly  to  the  west  of  the  base.  A  small  residential  area  next  to  the  Kansas 
Aviation  Museum  is  directly  west-northwest  of  the  base.  Residential  land  use  is  also  located  east 
of  U.S.  Highway  15  immediately  southwest  of  the  base.  Open/undeveloped  land,  intermixed  with 
lower-density  residential  areas,  is  located  to  the  east  and  southeast. 

The  future  land  use  planning  for  the  City  of  Derby  is  outlined  in  its  2006  Comprehensive  Plan. 
There  is  a  projected  population  increase  of  10,000  to  15,000  new  residents  by  2030,  with  a  likely 
expansion  of  single-family  residential  development  to  accommodate  this  increase.  This  is  a 
potential  encroachment  concern  for  McConnell  AFB.  However,  the  City  of  Derby  defines  a 
McConnell  AFB  buffer  zone  for  areas  within  the  noise  zones  (Derby  2006). 

The  City  of  Wichita  and  Sedgwick  County  are  in  the  process  of  updating  their  1999 
Comprehensive  Plan.  The  two  jurisdictions  have  adopted  a  unified  zoning  code  that  serves  as  the 
basis  for  land  use  approvals  and  permitting  in  the  areas  around  McConnell  AFB.  The  City  of 
Wichita’s  2030  future  development  planning  anticipates  urban  growth  in  areas  to  the  southeast  of 
the  base.  Areas  north  and  northwest  of  the  base  are  zoned  for  a  future  industrial  district. 

About  720  acres  around  the  base  are  currently  exposed  to  noise  levels  of  65  dB  DNL  and  greater. 
On  the  north  side,  the  land  is  mostly  vacant  and  industrial  with  a  small  extension  north  of  1-35 
into  a  residential  area  in  Eastridge  (a  Wichita  neighborhood  with  density  greater  than  one 
dwelling  unit  per  acre).  A  few  homes  and  a  church  are  within  the  noise  envelope.  To  the  south, 
the  65  dB  DNL  exposure  envelope  is  mostly  over  agricultural  land  in  the  north  end  of  the  City  of 
Derby.  A  residential  area  with  a  day  care  center  and  mobile  home  park  are  located  immediately 
southwest  of  the  airfield,  but  both  are  outside  the  current  65  dB  DNL  footprint  and  the  APZs. 

Llight  tracks  for  landing  and  takeoff,  and  closed-pattern  operations  at  the  McConnell  airfield 
have  been  designed  to  minimize  noise  exposure  to  the  Cities  of  Wichita  and  Derby 
(HQ  AMC  2011).  Aircraft  arrive  and  depart  from  both  the  northeast  and  southwest  ends  of  the 
runway.  The  closed-pattern  looping  extends  to  the  east  of  the  airfield  (away  from  the  densely 
urban  areas),  and  to  the  north,  east,  and  south  over  portions  of  the  City  of  Wichita  and  City  of 
Derby.  Most  of  the  land  under  these  patterns  is  outside  the  area  affected  by  65  dB  DNL  because 
of  the  altitude  and  engine  power  settings  at  which  the  aircraft  are  flown. 

Compatibility  planning  within  areas  adjacent  to  and  surrounding  McConnell  ALB  is  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  and  a  priority  for  the  City  of  Wichita  and  Sedgwick  County.  Efforts  have  resulted 
in  the  adoption  of  both  Airport  Overlay  and  Air  Lorce  Base  Protection  overlay  districts.  These 
districts  regulate  land  use  and  building/structure  heights  to  ensure  compatible  future 
development  around  McConnell  ALB. 

A  JLUS  was  completed  in  2005  to  evaluate  the  mission  at  McConnell  ALB  and  long-term  health 
and  safety  of  both  the  civilian  and  military  communities  (HQ  AMC  2011).  The  JLUS  was 
completed  when  urban  development  was  expanding  and  encroaching  on  McConnell  ALB. 
Several  recommendations  from  the  JLUS  focused  on  managing  land  use  in  the  surrounding 
areas,  including  establishment  of  real  estate  disclosures  to  new  property  owners,  initiating  land 
protection  and  acquisitions  in  the  APZs  (to  limit  development),  and  maintaining  flexibility  in 
future  land  use  and  rezoning  around  the  base  (McConnell  APB  2005). 

McConnell  APB  released  an  AICUZ  study  in  2004  and  identified  industrial,  residential, 
commercial,  open  space/low-density,  public/semi-public,  and  recreational  land  uses  within  the  CZ, 
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APZ  I,  and  APZ II  north  and  south  of  the  runway.  The  study  noted  that  the  CZs  should  be  clear  of 
structures  and  occupied  facilities  because  of  the  level  of  accident  potential. 

As  reported  in  the  2004  AICUZ  study,  the  Cessna  Aviation  operation,  located  in  the  northern 
CZ,  is  identified  as  incompatible,  but  the  southern  CZ  is  within  the  base  and  has  no  incompatible 
uses.  In  both  the  northern  APZ  I  and  southern  APZ  I,  there  is  a  total  of  50  acres  of  incompatible 
residential  land  use  and  55  acres  of  industrial.  In  both  the  northern  APZ  II  and  southern  APZ  II, 
there  is  a  total  of  386  acres  of  incompatible  residential  land  use,  6  acres  of  commercial,  33  acres 
of  industrial,  and  5  acres  of  public-quasi-public  (including  Clark  Elementary  School)  land  uses 
(USAF  2004). 

Currently,  the  City  of  Wichita  and  Sedgwick  County  have  a  unified  zoning  code,  which  governs 
land  use  surrounding  most  of  the  base.  The  code  includes  an  Air  Force  Base  Protection  overlay 
district  that  allows  the  Zoning  Administrator  to  approve  an  adjustment  to  property  development 
standards  within  the  district  (Wichita/Sedgwick  2009).  The  City  of  Derby  is  responsible  for  the 
zoning  of  land  within  its  jurisdictional  boundaries.  Parcels  within  APZ  I  and  II  are  zoned 
Restricted  Commercial,  Warehousing,  and  Fimited  Manufacturing  (B-5),  with  a  few  parcels  in 
APZ  II  zoned  Single-Family  Residential  (R-1)  (Derby  2013). 

The  City  of  Derby  and  Wichita/Sedgwick  Comprehensive  Plans  show  expansion  of  urban 
development  to  the  areas  south  and  east  of  McConnell  AFB  as  part  of  their  future  plans 
(HQ  AMC  2011).  The  AICUZ  study  has  recommended  that  future  planning  efforts  use  USAF 
land  use  compatibility  guidelines  to  evaluate  existing  and  future  land  use  proposals. 

3.4.73  Auxiliary  Airfields 

As  described  in  Section  2. 4.4. 2.4,  as  part  of  the  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB,  KC-46A 
aircrews  would  use  CSM,  Forbes  Field  (FOE),  and  Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport  (ICT) 
airfields,  which  are  all  currently  being  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Since  there  would  be  no 
construction  or  other  ground  disturbance  at  these  locations  and  noise  is  not  projected  to 
substantially  increase  as  a  result  of  KC-46A  operations,  the  auxiliary  airfields  are  not  evaluated 
for  this  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB. 

3.4.8  Infrastructure 

3.4.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  is  provided  to  McConnell  AFB  by  the  City  of  Wichita  (Pettus  2013b).  The  city 
obtains  water  from  Cheney  Reservoir  and  the  Equus  Beds,  which  is  a  municipal  well  system. 
There  is  a  1  MG  elevated  storage  tank  on  base.  The  condition  of  the  base  water  supply  system  is 
considered  adequate  under  current  mission  requirements  (USAF  2012e).  Water  supply  is 
reported  to  be  sufficient.  The  base  water  system  capacity  is  2.6  MGD  (Pettus  2013b).  The 
average  daily  water  use  between  2011  and  2012  was  0.25  MGD.  This  is  approximately 
10  percent  of  base  system  capacity  for  average  daily  use.  Peak  water  use  occurs  at  McConnell 
AFB  during  the  summer  months;  between  2011  and  2012,  demand  increased  to  0.35  MGD,  or 
14  percent  of  the  base  system  capacity  (Pettus  2013b).  During  summer,  high  demands  can 
diminish  water  pressure  and  volume  (USAF  2012e). 

3.4. 8.2  Wastewater 

The  sanitary  sewer  system  at  McConnell  AFB  consists  of  a  collection  system  only.  All  wastewater 
is  discharged  to  the  City  of  Wichita’s  system,  which  consists  of  four  wastewater  treatment  facilities 
(Fower  Arkansas  River,  Four  Mile  Creek,  Cow  skin  Creek,  and  Mid-Continent  Water  Quality 
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Reclamation  facilities)  with  a  total  capacity  of  62.4  MGD.  McConnell  AFB  does  not  have  a 
dedicated  industrial  wastewater  system.  The  wastes  generated  at  the  industrial  facilities  on  base  are 
of  the  type  that  can  be  discharged  into  the  sanitary  sewer  system.  The  overall  condition  of  the 
sanitary  sewer  system  is  considered  adequate  for  current  mission  requirements  (USAF  2012e). 

McConnell  AFB’s  wastewater  collection  system  capacity  is  4.3  MCD  (Pettus  2013b).  Capacity 
and  discharge  amounts  are  reported  to  be  sufficient.  The  average  daily  wastewater  discharge 
between  2012  and  2013  was  0.27  MGD,  or  7  percent  of  the  base’s  wastewater  collection  system 
capacity.  The  reported  peak  wastewater  discharge  was  1.15  MGD  between  2012  and  2013,  or 
27  percent  of  base  capacity  (Pettus  2013b). 

3.4.83  Stormwater  System 

Both  stormwater  run-off  and  other  surface  drainage  waters  at  McConnell  AFB  are  managed  by  a 
series  of  underground  pipes,  culverts,  and  natural  channels.  The  main  area  of  the  base  and  the 
flightline  are  contained  within  a  single  basin  that  drains  into  McConnell  Creek.  There  are  no 
stormwater  detention/retention  basins  in  the  main  area  of  the  base  (USAF  2012e).  The  family 
housing  area  has  an  enclosed  drainage  system  that  drains  to  the  main  base  via  an  open  channel. 
In  general,  however,  the  storm  drainage  system  provides  adequate  collection  and  retention 
facilities  to  manage  water  from  developed  areas  and  prevent  site  erosion  to  meet  current  mission 
requirements.  The  details  of  the  stormwater  permit  for  McConnell  AFB  are  described  in 
Section  3. 4.4. 2.1.  The  permit  does  not,  however,  authorize  stormwater  discharges  associated 
with  construction  activities.  A  separate  Notice  of  Intent  and  SWPPP  must  be  filed  for  all  new 
construction  activities  that  disturb  1  or  more  acre. 

3. 4. 8.4  Electrical  System 

Westar  Energy  supplies  and  regulates  electrical  service  to  McConnell  AFB  (USAF  2012e). 
Westar  Energy  provides  a  billing  capacity  to  the  base  of  10.8  megavolts,  with  a  summer  peak 
capacity  of  10.9  megavolts  (Pettus  2013b).  Two  circuits  provide  electricity  through  above¬ 
ground  and  below-ground  distribution.  The  electrical  system  is  considered  adequate  to  meet 
current  mission  requirements  with  planned  improvements  to  switchgear,  streetlights,  manholes, 
and  underground  utility  lines  (USAE  2011b).  Capacity  and  supply  are  reported  to  be  sufficient. 
The  McConnell  AEB  electric  system  capacity  is  approximately  120,000  MWH  per  year,  or 
329  MWH  per  day  (USAE  2011b).  Actual  average  electric  demand  between  2011  and  2012  was 
55,242  MWH.  Average  daily  demand  between  2011  and  2012  was  152  MWH,  with  peak 
demand  of  194  MWH  occurring  during  the  summer  months  (Pettus  2013b).  The  electrical  system 
at  McConnell  APB  is  currently  operating  at  47  percent  of  overall  capacity  and,  at  peak  demand, 
is  operating  at  60  percent  of  overall  capacity  (USAE  2012e). 

3.4. 8. 5  Natural  Gas  System 

Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  Southern  Star  through  a  pipeline  near  the  base.  The  base  distribution 
system  was  upgraded  in  the  1990s,  and  approximately  97  percent  of  the  system  is  constmcted  with 
PVC  piping  (USAE  2012e).  Capacity  and  supply  are  reported  to  be  sufficient.  The  maximum  natural 
gas  system  capacity  for  the  base  is  2,829  Mcf  per  day.  The  natural  gas  system  at  McConnell  APB  is 
considered  adequate  to  meet  current  and  future  mission  requirements  (USAP2012e).  Between 
October  2011  and  September  2012,  the  base  consumed  159,287  Mcf,  with  an  average  daily  use  of 
436  Mcf  and  peak  daily  demand  in  December  of  1,018  Mcf  (Pettus  2013b).  The  natural  gas  system  at 
McConnell  APB  is  operating  at  15  percent  of  overall  average  daily  use  capacity,  and  at  peak  demand 
is  operating  at  36  percent  of  overall  capacity  (USAF  2012f). 
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3.4. 8.6  Solid  Waste  Management 

All  municipal  solid  waste  and  C&D  waste  generated  at  McConnell  AFB  is  collected  and 
transported  off  base  by  a  local  qualified  contractor.  Municipal  solid  waste  is  hauled  off  to  either 
Plumb  Thicket  or  Red  Carpet  Landfills,  and  C&D  waste  is  sent  to  either  Brooks  or  Construction, 
Demolition  &  Recyele  (CDR)  Landfills  (USAF  2012e).  With  a  disposal  area  of  approximately 
960  acres.  Plumb  Thicket  is  expected  to  provide  more  than  50  years  of  disposal  capacity  for  the 
Greater  Wichita  and  South  Central  Kansas  area.  The  Red  Carpet  Landfill  is  approximately 
406  acres  and  has  a  remaining  projeeted  life  of  more  than  20  years.  Medical  and  infectious 
wastes  are  transported  off  base  for  incineration.  The  base  also  maintains  an  aetive  recycling 
program.  Solid  waste  management  at  McConnell  AFB  is  considered  adequate  to  meet  current 
mission  requirements  (USAF  2012e). 

3.4. 8.7  Transportation 

The  main  highway  access  to  McConnell  AFB  is  provided  by  1-35.  Figure  2-14  displays  the 
regional  transportation  network  in  the  vicinity  of  McConnell  AFB.  1-35,  also  known  as  the 
Kansas  Turnpike  from  the  Oklahoma  border  through  Wichita  and  on  to  Emporia,  is  a  toll 
highway  that  passes  approximately  1  mile  west  of  McConnell  AFB  and  extends  southwest  and 
northeast  around  Wichita. 

The  main  arterial  roadways  providing  aceess  to  McConnell  AFB  include  Rock  Road,  Arnold 
Boulevard,  East  31st  Street,  and  George  Washington  Boulevard.  Rock  Road  is  a  four-lane 
highway  that  operates  along  the  eastern  border  of  the  base  in  a  north-south  direction.  It  extends 
from  East  Kellogg  Drive  to  the  north  through  Wiehita  and  south  to  the  town  of  Mulvane. 

Multiple  rail  carriers  operate  lines  through  the  Wichita  area,  including  the  Burlington  Northern 
Santa  Ee,  Union  Paeific,  and  the  Kansas  and  Omaha.  The  Wichita  area  does  not  eurrently  have 
passenger  rail  service.  The  nearest  passenger  rail  location  is  an  Amtrak  in  Hutchinson,  Kansas, 
approximately  60  miles  northwest  of  McConnell  APB.  Wichita  Transit  offers  multiple  bus  routes 
throughout  the  city,  including  a  stop  within  walking  distance  of  the  West  Gate  of  MeConnell 
APB  (Wichita  Transit  2013).  Regional  bus  serviee  is  provided  by  Greyhound  with  a  stop  in 
downtown  Wichita.  Commercial  airline  service  is  available  at  ICT,  approximately  15  miles  to 
the  west,  with  access  to  six  national  and  regional  carriers. 

3.4. 8.7.1  Gate  Aceess 

McConnell  APB  has  three  entry  gates  (USAP  2013h).  The  main  base  entrance  (East  Gate)  is 
loeated  on  Kansas  Street,  off  Rock  Road.  The  East  Gate  is  open  year  round.  A  comprehensive 
antiterrorism  gate  project  was  completed  for  the  East  Gate  that  included  a  eonnection  to  Salina 
Drive  to  support  Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KANG)  traffic  to  and  from  the  west  base  KANG 
area  (McConnell  APB  2011a).  The  military  family  housing  gate  is  located  off  Rock  Road  on 
Arnold  Street.  This  housing  gate  is  also  open  year  round.  An  alternate  housing  gate  is  loeated  off 
of  East  31st  Street  and  is  only  used  when  the  main  housing  gate  is  elosed.  The  West  Gate  is 
located  on  Salina  Road  near  its  intersection  with  South  George  Washington  Boulevard.  This  gate 
is  the  primary  entrance  to  the  KANG  complex  located  on  the  base  and  is  the  gate  that  all 
contraetors  and  vendors  must  enter  through  to  reeeive  inspections  and  identification  badges. 

3.4. 8.7. 2  On-Base  Traffic  Circulation 

The  on-base  roadway  network  at  MeConnell  APB  consists  of  19  miles  of  paved  roads  and 
7.5  miles  of  administrative  roads.  Passing  north  of  the  airfield,  Salina  Drive  is  the  primary 
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connector  between  the  KANG  facilities  on  the  west  side  of  the  base  and  the  rest  of  the  base. 
Wichita  Street  is  a  looping  road  along  the  eastern  boundary,  providing  access  to  the  southern 
portion  of  the  base,  Krueger  Recreational  Area,  and  the  Robert  J.  Dole  Community  Center. 
Kansas  Street  provides  access  to  the  administrative  and  support  facilities  with  secondary  roads 
providing  access  off  Kansas  Street.  The  roadways  are  considered  to  be  in  good  condition  and 
efficiently  maintained  (McConnell  AFB  2011a). 

3.4.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3.4.9. 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  used  by  USAF  and  contractor  personnel  at  McConnell  AFB  are  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  HMMP  and  controlled  by  the  HAZMART  through  the  P2  program 
(McConnell  AFB  2009).  This  process  provides  centralized  management  of  the  procurement, 
handling,  storage,  and  issuance  of  hazardous  materials  and  turn-in,  recovery,  reuse,  or  recycling 
of  hazardous  materials.  The  HAZMART  process  includes  review  and  approval  by 
USAF  personnel  to  ensure  users  are  aware  of  exposure  and  safety  risks.  Proper  hazardous 
materials  management  will  minimize  chemical  exposure  to  employees,  reduce  potential 
environmental  impacts,  and  reduce  costs  for  material  purchasing  and  waste  disposal. 

3.4.9. 1 . 1  Aboveground  and  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

Bulk  JP-8  fuel  is  stored  in  eight  ASTs  at  three  fuel  stand  areas  at  McConnell  AFB 
(McConnell  AFB  2013b).  The  bulk  storage  capacity  of  the  eight  ASTs  is  4,821,600  gallons.  The 
estimated  annual  JP-8  fuel  consumption  is  13,319,618  gallons  (McConnell  AFB  2013b). 

There  are  10  active  and  regulated  USTs  on  McConnell  AFB:  4  gasoline,  3  diesel  fuel,  and 
3  JP-8  fuel  (Pettus  2013c).  The  3  JP-8  fuel  USTs  are  associated  with  Building  1171 
(McConnell  AFB  2013b).  McConnell  AFB  has  one  currently  active  and  non-regulated  heating 
oil  tank.  This  heating  oil  tank  is  associated  with  Building  1176  and  is  scheduled  for  removal  in 
2013  (Pettus  2013c).  The  McConnell  AFB  SPCC  Plan  addresses  on-base  storage  locations  and 
the  proper  handling  procedures  for  petroleum,  oils,  and  lubricants  (including  JP-8  used  by  the 
aircraft)  to  minimize  and  respond  to  potential  spills  and  releases  (McConnell  AFB  2013b). 

3.4. 9. 1.2  Toxic  Substances 

The  Asbestos  Management  and  Operating  Plan  (McConnell  AFB  2003)  provides  guidance  on  the 
management  of  asbestos.  An  asbestos  facility  register  is  maintained  by  the  CE  squadron.  The 
design  of  building  alteration  projects  and  requests  for  self-help  projects  are  reviewed  to 
determine  if  ACM  is  present  in  the  proposed  work  area.  For  each  project  on  base,  ACM  wastes 
are  removed  by  the  contractor  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  state  and  Federal  regulations 
at  a  permitted  off-base  landfill. 

The  EBP  Management  and  Operations  Plan  (McConnell  APB  2006b)  provides  guidance  on  the 
management  of  EBP.  As  with  ACM,  the  CE  squadron  maintains  an  EBP  facility  register  to 
document  the  location  of  EBP  on  McConnell  APB.  The  design  of  building  alteration  projects  and 
requests  for  self-help  projects  are  reviewed  to  determine  if  lead-containing  materials  are  present 
in  the  proposed  work  area.  EBP  testing  is  conducted  in  buildings  constructed  prior  to  1978 
(Pettus  2013d).  Por  every  project  on  McConnell  APB,  EBP  wastes  are  removed  by  the  contractor 
and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  state  and  Pederal  regulations  at  a  permitted  off-base  landfill. 

Electrical  transformers  at  McConnell  APB  reportedly  do  not  contain  PCBs  (Pettus  2013d). 
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3.4.9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

McConnell  AFB  is  classified  as  an  LQG  (USEPA  2011).  Typical  hazardous  wastes  generated  during 
maintenance  and  operations  activities  include  flammable  solvents,  contaminated  fuels, 
paint/coatings,  stripping  chemicals,  toxic  metals,  waste  paint-related  materials,  waste  generated  under 
the  Comprehensive  Universal  Waste  Program,  and  other  miscellaneous  wastes  (USAF  2012e). 

Hazardous  wastes  are  managed  in  accordance  with  the  McConnell  AFB  Instruction  32-7002 
(McConnell  AFB  2012b).  This  instruction  describes  the  control  and  management  of  hazardous 
wastes  from  the  point  the  material  becomes  a  hazardous  waste  to  the  point  of  disposal.  In  2011, 
36,000  pounds  of  hazardous  wastes  were  generated  at  McConnell  AFB  (USEPA  201 1). 

3.4. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

The  restoration  program  at  McConnell  AFB  started  in  1984  with  a  base-wide  inventory  that 
identified  13  sites  for  further  investigation.  At  this  time,  there  are  19  solid  waste  management 
units  associated  with  4  ERP  sites  and  10  Compliance  Restoration  Program  sites  associated  with 
9  ERP  sites  (McConnell  AFB  2013c).  The  sites  include  landfills,  fire  training  areas,  fuel  and 
mercury  spills,  and  storage  tanks.  Primary  contaminants  in  soil  and  groundwater  include  fuels, 
waste  solvents,  and  dissolved-phase  fuels  and  solvents. 

3.4.10  Socioeconomics 

Socioeconomics  refers  to  features  or  characteristics  of  the  social  and  economic  environment.  The 
main  concern  for  socioeconomic  resources  is  the  change  in  personnel  at  McConnell  AFB 
associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  that  could  potentially  impact  population, 
employment,  earnings,  housing,  education,  and  public  services.  Sedgwick  County,  Kansas,  is  the 
ROI  for  this  analysis. 

3.4.10.1  Baseline  Conditions 

3.4.10.1.1  Population 

In  2010,  the  population  of  Sedgwick  County  totaled  498,365  persons  (U.S.  Census  2010j). 
Between  2000  and  2010,  the  ROI  population  increased  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  1  percent, 
with  a  total  increase  of  approximately  45,496  persons  (U.S.  Census  2000j,  2010j).  The  City  of 
Wichita,  the  most  populated  city  in  Sedgwick  County  and  the  county  seat,  experienced  an  annual 

1.1  percent  increase  over  the  10-year  period  (U.S.  Census  2000k,  2010k).  The  population  in 
Kansas  totaled  2,853,118  persons  in  2010  and  increased  at  an  average  annual  growth  rate  of  0.6 
between  2000  and  2010  (U.S.  Census  20001,  20101)  (see  Table  3-34). 


Table  3-34.  Population  for  the  City  of  Wichita,  Sedgwick  County,  and  Kansas 


Location 

2000 

2010 

Annual  Percent  Change 
(2000-2010) 

City  of  Wichita 

344,284 

382,368 

1.1% 

Sedgwick  County 

452,869 

498,365 

1.0% 

Kansas 

2,688,418 

2,853,118 

0.6% 

Source:  U.S.  Census  2000j,  2000k,  20001,  2010j,  2010k,  20101. 


In  2012,  McConnell  AFB  had  a  total  work  force  of  4,358  personnel,  which  included 
3,408  military  personnel  (full-time),  427  DoD  civilians,  and  523  other  base  personnel.  In 
addition,  there  are  an  estimated  3,220  military  dependents  and  family  members  associated  with 
the  full-time  military  personnel.  Approximately  460  part-time  Reservists  are  also  located  at 
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McConnell  AFB,  but  because  they  are  not  considered  full-time,  they  were  not  considered  part  of 
the  work  force  for  this  analysis  (McConnell  AFB  2012c). 

3.4. 10. 1.2  Economic  Activity  (Employment  and  Earnings) 

In  2011,  the  most  recent  data  available,  employment  in  Sedgwick  County  totaled  306,765  jobs 
(BEA  2012).  The  largest  employment  sectors  in  Sedgwick  County  were  manufacturing 
(15.3  percent),  followed  by  government  and  government  enterprises  (11.8  percent)  and  health 
care  and  social  assistance  (11.7  percent)  (BEA  2012).  Construction  accounted  for  5.2  percent  of 
total  employment.  In  2012,  the  unemployment  rate  in  Sedgwick  County  was  6.9  percent 
(BES  2013a).  The  county  unemployment  rate  was  higher  than  the  state  (5.7  percent)  but  lower  than 
the  Nation  (8.1  percent)  (BES  2013b).  As  of  April  2013,  the  monthly  unemployment  rate  (not 
seasonally  adjusted)  for  Sedgwick  County  was  estimated  at  6.1  percent  (BES  2013c). 

McConnell  AEB  is  an  important  contributor  to  the  Sedgwick  County  economy  through 
employment  of  military  and  civilian  personnel  and  expenditures  for  goods  and  services.  The  total 
economic  impact  of  the  base  on  the  surrounding  communities  within  a  50-mile  radius  during 
EY  2012  was  $619,100,000.  The  payroll  for  military,  DoD  civilians,  and  other  base  personnel 
was  $513,495,032.  An  estimated  $52,864,448  worth  of  construction  expenditures  also  occurred 
on  base  in  2012  (McConnell  AEB  2012c). 

3.4.10.1.3  Housing 

Table  3-35  presents  census-derived  housing  data  for  the  City  of  Wichita  and  Sedgwick  County. 
In  2010,  Sedgwick  County  had  211,593  total  housing  units,  of  which  8.5  percent  (18,091  units) 
were  vacant  (U.S.  Census  2010j).  Approximately  79  percent  of  the  total  housing  units  in 
Sedgwick  County  are  located  in  the  City  of  Wichita,  and  approximately  9.3  percent 
(15,492  units)  were  vacant  at  the  time  of  the  2010  census  (U.S.  Census  2010k).  Of  the  vacant 
housing  units  in  the  city  and  county,  almost  half  were  available  for  rent. 


Table  3-35,  Housing  Data  for  the  City  of  Wichita  and  Sedgwick  County 


Location 

Housing  Units 

Occupied 

Vacant 

For  Rent 

City  of  Wichita 

167,310 

151,818 

15,492 

7,252 

Sedgwick  County 

211,593 

193,502 

18,091 

7,982 

Source:  U.S.  Census  2010j,  2010k. 


There  are  three  housing  opportunities  available  at  McConnell  AEB:  government  housing, 
unaccompanied  housing,  and  housing  in  the  local  community.  The  current  inventory  of  military 
family  housing  on  base  is  401  units  (USAE  2013h).  The  authorized  number  of  housing  units  is 
364  units  according  to  the  2009-2014  Housing  Requirements  and  Market  Analysis  (HRMA). 
Military  family  housing  at  McConnell  AEB  was  privatized  in  September  2013.  At  that  time,  the 
USAE  and  the  Picerne  Military  Housing  Associated  with  the  Corvais  Group  started  renovations 
on  207  homes  and  began  building  157  new  homes  (USAE  2013h). 

There  are  three  dormitories  with  a  total  of  416  dormitory  units  for  unaccompanied  Airmen  in  the 
rank  of  E-1  to  E-4  with  less  than  3  years  of  service  on  McConnell  AEB  (USAE  2013h).  Housing 
in  the  local  community  is  available  for  unaccompanied  Airmen  in  the  ranks  of  E-4  with 
3  or  more  years  of  service.  The  current  billeting  capacity  in  the  Visiting  Quarters  is  98  rooms. 
McConnell  AEB  has  agreements  with  25  local  hotels  to  provide  availability  up  to  150  rooms  to 
support  the  base  requirements. 
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3.4.10.1.4  Education 

There  are  10  public  school  districts  within  Sedgwick  County,  Kansas.  The  largest  school  district  in 
the  county  is  the  Wichita  Public  School  District,  which  includes  57  elementary  schools,  16  middle 
schools,  and  12  high  schools.  Total  enrollment  in  the  Wichita  Public  School  District  during  the 
2012-2013  school  year  was  approximately  46,872  students  and  3,010  pre -kindergarten  through 
twelfth  grade  teachers,  for  a  student-to-teacher  ratio  of  15.6:1  (KSDOE2013).  The  student-to- 
teacher  ratio  in  all  counties  throughout  Kansas  ranged  from  5.5:1  to  26.1:1  during  the  same  school 
year  (KSDOE2013). 

There  are  no  DoD  schools  located  on  McConnell  AEB.  Students  that  reside  on  base  are  zoned  for 
schools  in  the  Derby,  Kansas,  school  district.  There  are  nine  elementary  schools,  one  middle 
school,  one  sixth  grade  center,  and  one  high  school  in  the  Derby  Public  School  District.  Total 
enrollment  in  the  Derby  Public  School  District  during  2012-2013  was  approximately 
6,402  students  and  401  teachers  (pre-kindergarten  through  grade  12),  for  a  student-to-teacher 
ratio  of  16.0:1  (KSDOE  2013). 

3.4.10.1.5  Public  Services 

Public  services  in  Sedgwick  County  include  law  enforcement,  fire  protection,  emergency  medical 
services,  and  medical  services.  The  Sedgwick  County  Sheriffs  Office  is  responsible  for  the  law 
enforcement  segment  of  public  safety  within  the  county.  In  addition  to  the  Sheriffs  Office,  there 
are  numerous  law  enforcement  agencies  in  the  area  (Sedgwick  County  2012).  Sedgwick  County 
Eire  District  1  is  composed  of  nine  fire  stations,  staffed  24  hours  a  day  and  located  throughout 
Sedgwick  County.  Of  the  20  cities  in  Sedgwick  County,  10  are  in  Eire  District  1.  This  covers  a 
response  area  of  631  square  miles  and  approximately  85,000  citizens.  Eire  Station  36  provides  fire 
suppression  and  medical  response  services  to  southeastern  Sedgwick  County  and  has  an  automatic 
aid  agreement  with  McConnell  AEB  (Sedgwick  County  2012). 

In  addition  to  fire  suppression,  Sedgwick  County  Emergency  Medical  Service  provides 
emergency  response  and  scheduled  transfers  for  a  population  of  approximately  498,000  citizens 
in  a  geographic  area  of  approximately  1,000  square  miles  (Sedgwick  County  2012).  There  are 
17  individual  hospitals  and  approximately  3,100  licensed  hospital  beds  in  Sedgwick  County. 

3.4.10.E6  Base  Services 

At  McConnell  AEB,  the  22nd  Medical  Group  delivers  and  arranges  comprehensive  medical, 
dental,  and  public  health  care  to  an  eligible  population  of  active-duty  and  retired  military 
personnel  and  their  families.  Medical  facilities  include  day-to-day  outpatient  medical  care, 
optometry,  dental  care,  and  laboratory  uses. 

Other  base  services  include  dining  facilities,  recreation  and  fitness  centers,  and  youth  and  family 
services.  Youth  and  family  services  include  a  CDC,  family  child  care,  youth  center,  and  a 
school-age  program.  The  CDC  provides  care  for  children  6  weeks  to  5  years  old.  Availability 
varies  throughout  the  year,  but  as  of  November  2012,  there  were  available  openings  at  the  CDC 
and  for  the  school-age  program  (USAE  2012f). 

3.4.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Sedgwick  County  represents  the  region  of  comparison  for  evaluating  disproportionate  effects  (in 
Chapter  4)  on  populations  of  concern  for  environmental  justice  and  for  children.  Table  3-36 
shows  that  the  proportion  of  minority  persons  in  Sedgwick  County  is  much  higher  than  in  the 
State  of  Kansas,  but  lower  than  in  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  Eow-income  persons  compose  a 
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slightly  higher  proportion  of  the  eounty’s  population  than  in  the  State  of  Kansas,  but  a  proportion 
typical  of  the  Nation.  The  proportion  of  children  in  the  county  population  is  slightly  higher  than 
the  State  of  Kansas  and  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 


Table  3-36,  Characterization  of  Environmental  Justice  Populations  at  McConnell  AFB 


Location 

Total  Population 

Minority 

Low-Income" 

Youth 

Number 

Percent 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Sedgwick  County 

498,365 

149,931 

30.08% 

14.00% 

135,376 

27.16% 

Kansas 

2,853,118 

622,579 

21.82% 

12.60% 

726,939 

25.48% 

United  States 

308,745,538 

111,927,986 

36.25% 

14.30% 

74,181,467 

24.03% 

“  2007-201 1  estimate;  all  other  values  based  on  2010  census. 
Source;  U.S.  Census  2010j,  20101,  2012. 
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4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

This  chapter  presents  the  analysis  of  the  potential  environmental  consequences  from  the 
proposed  beddown  of  KC-46A  aircraft  in  support  of  the  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First 
Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  missions  at  four  different  active-duty  Air  Force  Bases  (AFBs). 
As  in  Chapter  3,  the  expected  geographic  scope  of  the  potential  environmental  consequences  is 
identified  as  the  region  of  influence  (ROI).  This  chapter  considers  both  direct  and  indirect  effects 
of  implementation  of  the  action  alternatives.  Resource  definitions,  as  well  as  the  regulatory 
setting  and  methodology  of  analysis,  are  located  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  B.  Baseline  conditions 
(refer  to  Chapter  3)  of  each  relevant  environmental  resource  area  are  described  to  provide  the 
public  and  agency  reviewers  a  meaningful  point  from  which  they  can  compare  future  potential 
environmental,  social,  and  economic  effects.  Cumulative  effects  are  described  in  Chapter  5. 

4.1  ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  (FTU  OR  MOB  1) 

This  section  of  Chapter  4  presents  the  operational  and  environmental  factors  specific  to 
Altus  AFB.  Sections  2.4. 1.2  and  2. 4. 1.3,  respectively,  describe  the  facilities  and  infrastructure, 
personnel,  and  flight  operations  requirements  of  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  and  the  specific 
actions  at  Altus  AFB  that  would  be  required  to  implement  each  scenario.  As  described  in 
Section  4.5,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  mean  that  neither  the  KC-46A  FTU  nor  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  be  implemented  at  Altus  AFB  at  this  time.  In  addition  to  no 
facility  or  personnel  changes,  there  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft  at  Altus  AFB; 
operations  at  Altus  AFB  would  continue  as  described  for  baseline  conditions.  The  97th  Air 
Mobility  Wing  (AMW)  would  continue  to  fly  the  training  mission  with  a  Primary  Aerospace 
Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA)  of  18  KC-135  aircraft  and  the  personnel  described  under  baseline 
conditions. 

4.1.1  Noise 

4. 1.1.1  FTU  Scenario  Noise  Consequences 

4. 1 . 1 . 1 . 1  Base  Vicinity 

The  noise  levels  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  are  slightly  less  than  the  KC-135  and  C-17  aircraft  that 
currently  operate  at  Altus  AFB.  Table  4-1  lists  the  noise  levels  generated  by  overflights  of  all 
three  aircraft  types  in  typical  landing  and  takeoff  configurations.  Aircraft  flying  at  higher 
altitudes  may  not  have  flaps  and  gear  deployed  as  they  would  when  in  landing  or  takeoff 
configurations,  resulting  in  slightly  lower  noise  levels  than  shown  in  Table  4-1.  The  KC-46A  is 
noticeably  quieter  than  a  C-17  in  both  landing  and  takeoff  configuration.  The  difference  between 
a  KC-135  and  a  KC-46A  during  approach  would  be  noticeable,  but  takeoff  noise  levels  for  the 
two  aircraft  would  be  difficult  to  distinguish. 

The  KC-46A  is  expected  to  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks,  altitude  profiles) 
as  are  currently  flown  by  KC-135.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  would 
frequently  practice  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft  climbs  or  descends  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  airfield.  This  training  prepares  aircrews  for  operations  in  forward  operating 
locations  where  being  close  to  the  ground  exposes  the  aircraft  to  additional  risk  from  ground- 
based  threats.  Relative  to  a  standard  landing  or  takeoff,  a  tactical  landing  emphasizes  low- 
altitude  flying  and  produces  noise  near  the  airfield.  It  is  estimated  that  about  90  percent  of 
KC-46A  training  sortie  takeoffs  and  80  percent  of  training  sortie  landings  would  be  conducted 
using  tactical  procedures.  The  KC-46A  FTU  would  mirror  ongoing  tanker  operations  making  use 
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of  traffic  patterns  to  the  west,  as  well  as  to  the  east  of  the  base.  Flight  patterns  to  the  west  of  the 
base  began  being  flown  in  2010  to  increase  peak  operational  capacity  of  the  base. 


Table  4-1.  Aircraft  Noise  Level  Comparison  at  Altus  AFB 


Aircraft 

Power 

Setting 

Sound  Exposure  Level  at  Overflight  Distance  (in  decibels) 

250  feet 

500  feet 

1,000  feet 

2,000  feet 

5,000  feet 

10,000  feet 

Landin 

g 

KC-46A 

60%  N1 

96 

91 

85 

79 

70 

61 

C-17 

1.15  EPR 

108 

102 

95 

88 

77 

68 

KC-135 

65%  NE 

100 

95 

90 

84 

75 

67 

Takeoff 

KC-46A 

92%  N1 

107 

102 

96 

88 

78 

69 

C-17 

1.42  EPR 

114 

109 

103 

97 

88 

81 

KC-135 

90%  NE 

105 

100 

95 

90 

81 

73 

Note:  Aircraft  airspeed  is  160  knots.  Aircraft  operate  at  various  airspeeds  in  and  around  the  airfield. 

Key:  Power  Units:  N1  -  engine  speed  at  Location  No.  1;  EPR  -  engine  pressure  ratio;  NF  -  engine  fan  revolutions  per  minute 
Source:  NOISEMAP  7.2  Maximum  Omega  10  Results. 


Aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  would  fly  roughly  7.5  sorties  per  flying  day,  and  each 
sortie  would  include  about  10  closed  patterns  (i.e.,  approaches  to  airfield  followed  by  maneuver  for 
another  approach).  Addition  of  the  FTU  scenario  would  increase  the  total  number  of  annual  airfield 
operations  flown  at  Altus  AFB  by  about  38  percent  from  about  109,459  to  about  150,823.  Under 
normal  circumstances,  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU  would  only  fly  on  non-holiday  weekdays, 
mirroring  current  flying  operations. 

Night  flying  is  an  important  component  of  military  readiness;  approximately  20  percent  of  the 
total  KC-46A  operations  would  be  flown  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  Currently,  about 
12  percent  of  airfield  operations  at  Altus  AFB  are  conducted  during  the  night.  Noise  generated 
between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  has  the  potential  to  be  particularly  disruptive  and  all  such 
noise  events  are  assessed  a  10  decibel  (dB)  penalty  in  calculation  of  the  day-night  average  sound 
level  (DNL)  noise  metric. 

Noise  levels  near  Altus  AFB  were  calculated  using  NOISEMAP  (Version  7.2).  Noise  modeling 
was  conducted  to  account  for  location-specific  effects  of  terrain  and  ground  impedance  on  noise 
propagation.  Details  of  the  methods  used  to  calculate  noise  levels  and  the  population  affected  by 
elevated  noise  can  be  found  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.I.3.  Annoyance  is  a  subjective 
response  that  is  often  triggered  by  interference  of  noise  with  activities.  Individuals  engaged  in 
activities  more  easily  disrupted  by  noise  (e.g.,  conversation,  sleeping,  or  watching  television)  are 
more  likely  to  become  annoyed  than  others.  Although  the  reaction  of  an  individual  to  noise 
depends  on  a  wide  variety  of  factors,  social  surveys  have  found  a  correlation  between  the  time- 
averaged  noise  level  as  measured  in  DNL  and  the  percentage  of  the  affected  population  that  is 
highly  annoyed  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.I.3.I).  It  is  widely  accepted  that 
65  dB  DNL  is  the  noise  level  at  which  a  substantial  percentage  of  the  population  can  be  expected 
to  be  annoyed  by  noise,  and  this  has  been  adopted  by  the  U.S.  AirLorce  (USAL)  and  several 
other  Lederal  agencies  as  the  level  above  which  noise-sensitive  land  uses  are  not  considered 
compatible  (see  Section  3.1.7  and  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.I.3.2).  Under  the  LTU 
scenario,  approximately  5,158  total  off-base  acres  and  138  total  off-base  residents  would  be 
affected  by  noise  levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNL  (see  Table  4-2).  This  is  an  increase  of  584  off- 
base  acres  and  an  estimated  17  off-base  residents  relative  to  baseline  conditions.  Ligure  4-1 
compares  DNL  contours  under  baseline  conditions  to  the  noise  contours  under  the  proposed  LTU 
scenario.  C-17  aircraft  operations  are  the  dominant  noise  source  under  both  the  baseline  and  the 
proposed  action  conditions. 
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Figure  4-1,  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  and  Baseline  Noise  Contours  at  Altus  AFB 
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According  to  current  U.S.  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  policy,  persons  exposed  to  80  dB  DNL 
over  a  very  long  period,  with  no  barriers  to  the  noise,  are  at  an  increased  risk  of  noise-induced 
permanent  threshold  shift,  commonly  referred  to  as  hearing  loss  (USD  2009).  The  potential  for 
hearing  loss  due  to  noise  is  discussed  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.2.4.  Under  the  FTU 
scenario,  noise  levels  greater  than  80  dB  DNL  would  affect  12  acres  of  land  outside  of 
Altus  AFB  (an  increase  of  7  acres  relative  to  baseline  conditions).  However,  Census  data  and 
aerial  photography  indicate  no  residences  exist  in  the  affected  area  (see  Table  4-2).  On  base,  a 
total  of  5  structures  (1  more  than  under  baseline  conditions)  would  be  affected  by  noise  levels  of 
80  dB  DNL  or  greater  under  the  FTU  scenario.  None  of  the  structures  affected  are  residential. 
Hearing  loss  risk  among  people  working  in  high-noise  environments  on  Altus  AFB  would 
continue  to  be  assessed  and  managed  in  accordance  with  DoD,  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  (OSHA),  and  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH) 
regulations  regarding  occupational  noise  exposure. 


Table  4-2,  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Impacts  Relative  to  Baseline  Noise  at 

Altus  AFB 


Baseline  Conditions 

FTU  Scenario 

MOB  1  Scenario 

i^uiac 

Level 

Off-Base 

Off- 

On-Base 

Off-Base 

Off- 

On- 

Off-Base 

Off- 

On- 

(dB  DNL) 

Population 

Base 

Acres 

Acres 

Population 

Base 

Acres 

Base 

Acres 

Population 

Base 

Acres 

Base 

Acres 

65-69 

97 

3,433 

961 

109 

3,802 

802 

100 

3,508 

906 

70-74 

22 

945 

914 

26 

1,107 

1,008 

24 

1,004 

930 

75-79 

2 

191 

627 

3 

237 

650 

3 

209 

671 

80-84 

0 

5 

467 

0 

12 

457 

0 

8 

481 

>85 

0 

0 

87 

0 

0 

182 

0 

0 

119 

Total 

121 

4,574 

3,056 

138 

5,158 

3,099 

127 

4,729 

3,107 

Noise  conditions  at  several  representative  locations  surrounding  Altus  AFB  are  presented  in 
Table  4-3  for  baseline  conditions  and  the  FTU  scenario.  These  points,  which  are  shown  on 
Figure  4-1,  are  geographic  center  points  of  U.S.  Census  subdivisions,  and  therefore  do  not 
represent  specific  noise-sensitive  receptors.  Noise  levels  would  change  by  1  dB  DNL  or  less 
under  the  FTU  scenario.  The  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  would  be  additive  to  the  current  mission  at 
Altus  AFB,  resulting  in  an  increase  in  DNL  in  the  base  vicinity.  For  each  location,  a  range  of 
sound  exposure  levels  (SELs)  is  provided  for  the  loudest  five  flight  procedures  experienced  at 
that  location.  Note  that  ground  tracks  and  aircraft  configuration  vary  from  flight  to  flight  based 
on  winds  and  other  factors,  so  flight  procedures  could  be  louder  or  quieter  than  the  SEL  values 
listed  in  Table  4-3.  The  range  of  SEEs  of  the  loudest  five  overflights  would  remain  unchanged  at 
all  of  the  locations  except  Eocation  8.  At  Eocation  8,  a  KC-46A  departure  operation  is  one  of  the 
loudest  five  operations.  Table  C-1-1  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-I,  details  the 
major  noise  contributors  at  each  location  under  each  scenario  at  Altus  AEB. 

Construction  and  demolition  (C&D)  activities  in  support  of  the  proposed  beddown  would  be 
conducted  in  the  context  of  an  active  AEB  where  aircraft  and  other  types  of  noise  are  a  normal  part  of 
the  environment.  Although  equipment  would  be  muffled,  constmction  activities  unavoidably 
generate  localized  increases  in  noise  qualitatively  different  from  aircraft  noise.  Eor  example,  a  typical 
backhoe,  dozer,  and  crane  generate  up  to  approximately  78,  82,  and  81  dB,  respectively,  at  a  distance 
of  50  feet  (EHWA  2006).  Constmction  noise  would  be  minimized  in  accordance  with  local 
regulations  and  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  lasting  only  the  duration  of  the 
project.  Eurthermore,  constmction  activities  would  be  expected  to  take  place  during  normal  working 
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hours  (i.e.,  7:00  A.M.  to  5:00  P.M.).  Some  people  living  or  working  near  the  constmction  sites  may 
notice  and  be  annoyed  by  the  noise,  but  noise  impacts  would  not  be  substantial  enough  to  be 
considered  significant. 


Table  4-3.  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Levels  at  Representative  Locations 

Near  Altus  AFB 


Location  ID 

Baseline 

FTU  Scenario 

MOB  1  Scenario 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs 
(dB)“ 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs 
(dB)“ 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs 
(dB)" 

1 

69 

99-107 

69 

99-107 

69 

99-107 

2 

62 

91-97 

63 

91-97 

62 

91-97 

3 

66 

99-102 

67 

99-102 

66 

99-102 

4 

71 

97-102 

71 

97-102 

71 

97-102 

5 

65 

98-101 

66 

98-101 

66 

98-101 

6 

62 

92-97 

63 

92-97 

63 

92-97 

7 

67 

98-101 

68 

98-101 

67 

98-101 

8 

61 

90-94 

62 

91-94 

61 

91-94 

9 

71 

103-104 

71 

103-104 

71 

103-104 

10 

64 

96-101 

65 

96-101 

65 

96-101 

11 

70 

102-104 

71 

102-104 

70 

102-104 

12 

63 

92-98 

64 

92-98 

63 

92-98 

13 

58 

91-93 

58 

91-93 

58 

91-93 

14 

63 

93-98 

63 

93-98 

63 

93-98 

15 

73 

105-106 

74 

105-106 

73 

105-106 

16 

60 

90-95 

61 

90-95 

60 

90-95 

^  ‘Top  5  SELs’  refers  to  the  range  of  loudest  five  event  types  experienced  at  the  location  (see  Attachment  C-1). 


4 . 1 . 1 . 1 . 2  Auxiliary  Airfields 

Aircrews  operating  the  KC-46A  would  make  use  of  airfields  other  than  Altus  AFB  to  provide 
diverse  training  experiences.  The  KC-46A  would  be  operated  at  the  same  airfields  used  by  Altus- 
based  KC-135  aircraft  currently,  and  at  about  the  same  frequency.  As  shown  in  Table  4-1,  KC-135 
aircraft  are  slightly  louder  than  KC-46A  aircraft.  Aircrews  operating  the  KC-46A  would  use  the 
same  flight  routes  to  access  the  auxiliary  airfields  and  would  operate  on  the  same  flight  tracks  that 
are  used  by  the  KC-135  aircraft  while  operating  at  the  auxiliary  airfields.  Auxiliary  airfields  would 
generally  not  be  used  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  Additional  data  supporting  conclusions 
about  expected  noise  level  increases  at  the  auxiliary  airfields  can  be  found  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  B,  Section  B.  1.3.2. 

Rick  Husband  Amarillo  International  Airport  (AMA),  TX.  It  is  estimated  that  517  KC-46A 
annual  airfield  operations  would  be  conducted  at  AMA.  Additional  flying  would  take  place  in  the 
context  of  the  current  annual  54,115  airfield  operations.  In  this  context,  proposed  KC-46A  activity 
would  not  be  expected  to  have  any  noticeable  effect  on  noise  levels.  A  mathematical  comparison  was 
made  of  existing  and  proposed  operations  levels,  and  it  was  found  that  DNL  at  locations  near  the 
airfield  would  increase  by  less  than  0.5  dB  (see  Volume  n.  Appendix  B,  Section  B. 1.3.2).  People 
living  near  the  airfield  may  visually  notice  the  KC-46A  overflights,  but  no  substantive  noise  impacts 
would  be  expected  to  occur. 

Clinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  (CSM),  OK.  CSM  currently  supports  28,485  annual  airfield 
operations;  under  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario,  an  additional  3,681  annual  airfield  operations  would  be 
flown  at  the  airfield.  Mathematical  comparison  of  existing  and  proposed  operations  indicate  that  an 
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increase  of  greater  than  0.5  dB  DNL  would  be  possible  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  FTU 
operations.  The  program  NOISEMAP  was  run  to  quantify  impacts.  The  number  of  off-airport  acres 
affected  by  noise  levels  at  or  above  65  dB  DNL  would  increase  by  5  acres  from  1,607  to  1,612,  an 
increase  of  0.3  percent.  In  the  context  of  ongoing  flying  activity,  KC-46A  operations  associated  with 
the  FTU  scenario  would  have  no  substantive  noise  impacts. 

Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport  (AFW),  TX.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario 
would  fly  about  2,170  annual  airfield  operations  at  AFW,  which  currently  supports 
100,756  annual  operations.  The  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  the  noise 
level  by  less  than  0.5  dB  DNL  and  no  substantive  noise  impacts  would  be  expected  to  occur. 

Lubbock  Preston  Smith  International  Airport  (LBB),  TX.  Aircrews  associated  with  the 
KC-46A  FTU  scenario  would  be  expected  to  conduct  about  148  annual  operations  at  LBB, 
which  currently  supports  about  67,919  annual  airfield  operations.  These  additional  operations 
would  be  expected  to  increase  noise  levels  near  the  airfield  by  less  than  0.5  dB  DNL.  In  the 
context  of  ongoing  operations,  the  proposed  KC-46A  operations  would  not  be  expected  to  have 
any  substantive  noise  impacts. 

4. 1.1. 2  MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Consequences 

KC-46A  MOB  1  aircrews  would  use  flight  procedures  similar  to  those  currently  used  by  KC-135 
aircraft  based  at  Altus  AFB.  Under  the  MOB  1  scenario,  tactical  operations  would  make  up  about 
25  percent  of  total  takeoffs  and  40  percent  of  initial  landings.  These  operations  would  be  less 
frequent  than  they  would  be  for  the  FTU.  The  36  PAA  that  would  beddown  at  Altus  AFB  under  the 
MOB  1  scenario  would  conduct  about  33,710  airfield  operations  per  year.  These  operations  would  be 
conducted  in  addition  to  the  109,459  operations  per  year  ongoing  currently.  Under  the  MOB  1 
scenario,  flying  would  be  conducted  on  some  weekend  days,  as  part  of  Reserve  unit  training.  In  total, 
KC-46A  aircrews  would  fly  training  sorties  on  312  days  per  year.  Mission  sorties  could  take  place  on 
any  day  of  the  year,  but  would  not  include  multiple  training  approaches  to  the  airfield. 

Aircrews  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  conduct  a  lower  percent  of  total  KC-46A 
operations  at  night  than  under  the  FTU  scenario.  Under  the  MOB  1  scenario,  about  10  percent  of 
KC-46A  operations  would  be  flown  during  the  period  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  This 
equates  to  about  two  initial  approaches  and  18  closed  patterns  between  10:00  P.M.  and 
7:00  A.M.  per  flying  day. 

Noise  levels  near  Altus  AFB  under  the  MOB  1  scenario  were  calculated  using  the  computer  program 
NOISEMAP  (Version  7.2)  and  include  the  location-specific  effects  of  terrain  and  ground  impedance. 
Approximately  4,729  total  off-base  acres  and  127  total  off-base  residents  would  be  affected  by  noise 
levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNL  (see  Table  4-2).  This  would  be  a  net  increase  of  155  off-base  acres 
and  6  off-base  residents  relative  to  baseline  conditions.  Figure  4-2  compares  DNL  noise  contours 
under  baseline  conditions  to  noise  contours  under  the  proposed  MOB  1  scenario. 

Noise  levels  greater  than  80  dB  DNL  would  affect  8  acres  of  land  outside  of  Altus  AFB,  but 
interpretation  of  aerial  photography  and  U.S.  Census  data  indicate  no  residents  in  the  affected 
area  (see  Table  3-2).  On  base,  four  nonresidential  buildings  would  be  affected  by  noise  levels  of 
80  dB  or  greater.  The  area  affected  by  high  noise  levels  on  base  is  different  under  the  MOB  1 
scenario  than  under  the  FTU  scenario  because  KC-46A  static  engine  runs  would  be  conducted  at 
different  locations,  causing  a  difference  in  the  noise  contours.  Hearing  loss  risk  among  people 
working  in  high-noise  environments  on  Altus  AFB  would  continue  to  be  assessed  and  managed 
in  accordance  with  DoD,  OSHA,  and  NIOSH  regulations  regarding  occupational  noise  exposure. 


Final 


4-6 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Fomal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Legend 

|__|  AltusAFB  •  School  +  Gate 

•  Day  Care  a  Mobile  Home  Park 

—I -  Railroad  □  Park 

I  Representative  Location 

MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Contours  (dBA  DNL) 

65  70  75 

-  80  -  85 

Baseline  Conditions  Noise  (dBA  DNL) 

65-70  70-75  75-80 

80-85  >85 

[ _ ^  City  of  Altus  Municipal  Boundary 

Oklahoma  1-meter  Aerial  Imagery  (NAIP  2010)  n 
0  0.75  1.5  w 

Miles 


Hightower 


St 


Figure  4-2,  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  and  Baseline  Noise  Contours  at  Altus  AFB 
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DNL  values  and  the  SEL  generated  by  the  loudest  five  types  of  overflights  at  several 
representative  locations  under  the  MOB  1  scenario  are  listed  in  Table  4-3  and  depicted  on 
Figure  4-2.  The  representative  locations  were  established  based  on  central  points  of  U.S.  Census 
subdivisions.  DNL  would  increase  by  1  dB  at  3  of  the  16  locations,  and  would  remain  unchanged 
at  the  other  13  locations. 

The  range  of  SELs  of  the  loudest  five  overflights  would  remain  unchanged  at  all  locations  except 
Location  8.  At  Location  8,  a  KC-46A  departure  operation  is  one  of  the  loudest  five  operations.  At 
each  location,  the  dominant  noise  sources  are  C-17  closed  pattern  operations  and  transient  T-38 
closed  pattern  operations.  A  more  detailed  description  of  the  major  noise-contributing  operations  at 
each  location  can  be  found  in  Table  C-1-1  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-I. 

As  described  in  Section  2.3.3,  Initial  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (lOT&E)  operations  would 
be  conducted  at  the  MOB  1  location.  lOT&E  operations  would  be  expected  to  be 
indistinguishable  to  members  of  the  public  from  standard  MOB  1  flying  operations  and  would 
taper  off  before  the  MOB  1  reaches  full  operations  tempo  such  that  operations  counts  listed  for 
MOB  1  would  not  be  exceeded. 

C&D  noise  under  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  produce  similar  or  higher  impacts  compared  to  the 
FTU  scenario,  as  this  scenario  would  require  a  larger  amount  of  C&D  activity.  Due  to  the 
temporary  and  intermittent  nature  of  C&D  and  its  associated  noise  level,  noise  impacts  would 
not  be  substantial  enough  to  be  considered  significant. 

4.1.2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  construction  and  operational  activities  at  Altus  ALB.  The 
estimation  of  proposed  operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  change  in  emissions  between 
existing  aircraft  operations  and  the  projected  KC-46A  operations.  Volume  II,  Appendix  D, 
Section  D.I.I,  of  this  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  includes  estimations  of  criteria 
pollutant  emissions,  hazardous  air  pollutants  (HAPs),  and  greenhouse  gases  (GHGs)  from 
proposed  sources  at  Altus  AFB.  GHGs  are  reported  as  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  (COie)- 

Air  quality  impacts  from  the  KC-46A  scenarios  at  Altus  AFB  were  reviewed  for  significance 
relative  to  Federal,  state,  and  local  air  pollution  standards  and  regulations.  In  the  case  of  criteria 
pollutants  for  which  the  ROI  is  in  attainment  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
(NAAQS),  the  analysis  used  the  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  threshold  for  new 
major  sources  of  250  tons  per  year  of  that  pollutant  as  an  indicator  of  significance  or  non¬ 
significance  of  projected  air  quality  impacts.  In  the  case  of  criteria  pollutants  for  which  the 
project  region  does  not  attain  an  NAAQS,  the  analysis  used  the  pollutant  threshold  that  requires  a 
conformity  determination  for  that  region.  If  proposed  emissions  exceed  a  PSD  or  conformity 
threshold,  further  analysis  was  conducted  to  determine  whether  impacts  were  significant.  In  such 
cases,  if  proposed  emissions  (I)  would  not  be  expected  to  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  an 
ambient  air  quality  standard  or  (2)  conform  to  the  approved  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP), 
then  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  project  region  within  Jackson  County  and  the  areas  surrounding  three  (CSM,  EBB,  and 
AMA)  of  the  four  auxiliary  airfields  attain  all  of  the  NAAQS.  Therefore,  the  analysis  used  the 
PSD  threshold  of  250  tons  per  year  of  a  pollutant  as  an  indicator  of  significance  of  projected  air 
quality  impacts  within  these  areas.  Since  the  region  that  encompasses  the  AFW  auxiliary  airfield 
is  in  serious  nonattainment  of  the  ozone  (O3)  NAAQS,  the  analysis  used  the  applicable 
conformity  thresholds  for  that  region  as  both  an  indicator  of  significance  (50  tons  per  year  of 
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volatile  organic  compounds  [VOCs]  and  nitrogen  oxides  [NOx])  and  to  determine  whether  a 
de  minimis  finding  may  be  made  or  a  positive  general  conformity  determination  is  required. 

Construction  -  The  KC-46A  scenarios  at  Altus  AFB  would  require  construction  and/or  renovation 
of  airfield  facilities,  including  training  facilities,  hangars,  taxiways,  and  maintenance  and  fueling 
facilities.  Air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  construction  activities  would  occur  from 
(1)  combustive  emissions  resulting  from  the  use  of  fossil  fuel-powered  equipment  and  (2)  fugitive 
dust  emissions  (particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  [PMio]  or  2.5  microns  [PM2.5]  in 
diameter)  resulting  from  the  operation  of  equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Construction  activity  data 
were  developed  to  estimate  proposed  construction  equipment  usages  and  associated  combustive 
and  fugitive  dust  emissions  for  each  project  alternative. 

Factors  needed  to  derive  construction  source  emission  rates  were  obtained  from  the  Compilation 
of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Volume  I  (USEPA  1995);  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  NONROAD2008a  model  for  nonroad  construction  equipment 
(USEPA  2009a);  and  the  USEPA  MOVES2010b  model  for  on-road  vehicles  (USEPA  2013b). 

Inclusion  of  standard  construction  practices  and  Eeadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design 
(EEED)  Silver  certification  into  proposed  construction  activities  would  potentially  reduce 
fugitive  dust  emissions  generated  from  the  use  of  construction  equipment  on  exposed  soil.  The 
standard  construction  practices  for  fugitive  dust  control  could  include  the  following: 

1.  Use  water  trucks  to  keep  areas  of  vehicle  movement  damp  enough  to  minimize  the 
generation  of  fugitive  dust. 

2.  Minimize  the  amount  of  disturbed  ground  area  at  a  given  time. 

3.  Suspend  all  soil  disturbance  activities  when  winds  exceed  25  miles  per  hour  or  when  visible 
dust  plumes  emanate  from  the  site  and  stabilize  all  disturbed  areas  with  water  application. 

4.  Designate  personnel  to  monitor  the  dust  control  program  and  to  increase  watering,  as 
necessary,  to  minimize  the  generation  of  dust. 

Operations  -  Sources  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  ETU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  at 
Altus  AEB  would  include  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aircraft,  (2)  onsite 
privately  owned  vehicles  (POVs)  and  government  motor  vehicles  (GMVs),  (3)  offsite  POV 
commutes,  (4)  aerospace  ground  equipment  (AGE),  (5)  nonroad  mobile  equipment,  (6)  mobile 
fuel  transfer  operations,  and  (7)  stationary  and  other  sources.  Operational  data  used  to  calculate 
projected  KC-46A  aircraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  data  used  in  the  project  noise  analyses 
(see  Section  4.1.1).  Eactors  used  to  calculate  combustive  emissions  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft  were 
based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062  engine  (ICAO  2013b). 
The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the  KC-46A  engine  were  based  on  those  currently  used  for  the 
KC-135  aircraft  (Air  Eorce  Civil  Engineer  Center  2013). 

Emissions  from  non-aircraft  sources  resulting  from  the  proposed  ETU  and  MOB  1  scenarios 
were  estimated  by  multiplying  existing  emissions  for  these  sources  at  Altus  AEB  by  the  ratio  of 
total  employment  populations  associated  with  each  proposed  scenario  and  baseline  conditions  at 
Altus  AEB.  The  emission  estimations  also  simulated  the  gradual  turnover  of  these  sources  in  the 
future  to  vehicle  and  equipment  fleets  with  new  and  cleaner  USEPA  emission  standards.  The  air 
quality  analysis  used  calendar  year  (CY)  2012  to  define  existing  emissions,  as  it  included  the 
most  recent  calendar  year  of  operational  activities  at  Altus  APB  (see  Table  3-5).  Emissions  from 
the  usage  of  AGE  by  the  KC-46A  were  based  on  AGE  usages  for  existing  C-17  and  KC-135 
aircraft  at  Altus  APB. 
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The  analysis  of  proposed  aircraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  occur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typical  depth  of  the  atmospheric  mixing  layer  where  the 
release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations.  In  general,  aircraft 
emissions  released  above  the  mixing  layer  would  not  appreciably  affect  ground-level  air  quality. 

4. 1.2.1  FTU  Scenario  Air  Quality  Consequences 

Table  4-4  presents  estimates  of  emissions  from  construction  activities  that  would  result  from 
implementing  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  These  data  show  that,  for  each  year  of  construction, 
total  emissions  would  fall  well  below  the  PSD  thresholds  used  to  indicate  significance  or 
insignificance.  Therefore,  temporary  construction  emissions  resulting  from  the  FTU  scenario 
would  produce  less  than  significant  air  quality  impacts.  The  main  sources  of  PM10/PM2.5  emissions 
would  be  fugitive  dust  from  the  operation  of  equipment  on  unpaved  surfaces. 


Table  4-4,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  the  FTU  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB 


Y  ear/Construction 
Activity 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PMio 

PMzs 

C02e  (mt) 

CY  2014 

Demolition 

0.01 

0.04 

0.10 

0.00 

0.07 

0.02 

15.19 

Building 

Renovations/Additions 

0.05 

0.30 

0.53 

0.01 

0.09 

0.05 

72.01 

Total  CY  2014 

0.06 

0.34 

0.63 

0.02 

0.16 

0.07 

87.20 

CY  2015 

Building 

Renovations/Additions 

0.17 

0.97 

1.82 

0.05 

0.31 

0.17 

260.22 

Total  CY  2015 

0.17 

0.97 

1.82 

0.05 

0.31 

0.17 

260.22 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 


The  air  quality  impact  analysis  of  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  is  based  on  the  net  increase  in 
emissions  associated  with  the  beddown  of  eight  KC-46A  aircraft.  To  produce  a  conservative 
analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  all  KC-46A  aircraft  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  would  become 
operational  at  Altus  AFB  in  CY  2016. 

Table  4-5  summarizes  the  annual  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A  FTU  operations  at 
Altus  AFB.  These  data  show  that  the  increase  in  emissions  from  the  addition  of  eight  KC-46A 
aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  would  not  exceed  250  tons  per  year  for  VOCs,  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  sulfur 
oxides  (SOx),  PMio,  or  PM2.5.  Therefore,  the  FTU  scenario  would  produce  less  than  significant 
impacts  on  these  pollutant  levels.  However,  these  data  also  show  that  the  increase  in  NOx 
emissions  from  the  FTU  scenario  would  exceed  250  tons  per  year.  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and 
on-wing  engine  testing  activities  are  the  primary  contributors  to  these  emission  increases. 

The  NOx  emission  increases  that  would  result  from  the  FTU  scenario  would  amount  to 
99  percent  of  the  total  NOx  emissions  generated  from  current  operations  at  Altus  AFB.  The 
majority  of  proposed  NOx  emissions  generated  by  the  FTU  scenario  would  result  from  KC-46A 
aircraft  operations  up  to  an  altitude  of  3,000  feet  above  ground  level  (AGL)  and  across  several 
square  miles  that  make  up  the  Altus  AFB  airspace  and  adjoining  aircraft  flight  patterns.  These 
emissions  would  be  adequately  dispersed  through  this  volume  of  atmosphere  to  the  point  that 
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they  would  result  in  no  substantial  ground-level  impacts  in  a  localized  area.  Jackson  County 
generates  relatively  low  amounts  of  NOx  emissions  (see  Table  3-4)  and  it  attains  all  NAAQS  by 
wide  margins.  Therefore,  proposed  NOx  emissions  resulting  from  the  FTU  scenario,  in 
combination  with  existing  emissions,  would  likely  not  be  substantial  enough  to  contribute  to  an 
exceedance  of  an  ambient  air  quality  standard.  Therefore,  KC-46A  operations  associated  with  the 
FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  would  produce  less  than  significant  air  quality  impacts. 


Table  4-5.  Annual  Operations  Emissions  Under  the  FTU  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB,  CY  2016 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollntant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMi« 

PM2.5 

C02e  (mt) 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

34.63 

157.55 

1,034.50 

54.09 

3.35 

2.84 

150,110 

On- Wing  Aircraft  Engine 

Testing  -  KC-46A 

14.14 

48.41 

23.62 

1.88 

0.17 

0.15 

5,226 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.13 

0.98 

1.11 

0.04 

0.16 

0.15 

1,094 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

25.92 

234.56 

811.10 

68.54 

202.86 

202.86 

115,409 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.87 

155.10 

210.64 

35.75 

52.00 

52.00 

60,195 

Transient  Aircraft 

1.38 

5.07 

3.15 

0.31 

0.77 

0.77 

530 

On- Wing  Aircraft  Engine 

Testing  -  C-17 

0.16 

7.77 

9.77 

0.64 

4.24 

4.24 

1,633 

On- Wing  Aircraft  Engine 

Testing  -  KC-135 

0.11 

14.32 

7.07 

0.82 

0.05 

0.05 

2,071 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  Existing  Aircraft 

0.59 

4.27 

4.83 

0.19 

0.71 

0.65 

4,741 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

0.08 

0.79 

1.70 

0.00 

0.09 

0.08 

510 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  On 

Base 

0.13 

6.91 

0.87 

0.02 

0.08 

0.04 

1,189 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  Off 
Base 

0.38 

20.45 

2.28 

0.06 

0.33 

0.14 

3,389 

Nonroad  Equipment 

5.35 

74.86 

2.28 

0.49 

0.29 

0.29 

2,523 

Mobile  Euel  Transfer  Operations 

0.11 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

2.21 

6.77 

11.16 

0.20 

1.21 

0.54 

a 

Total  Altus  AFB  Emissions  - 

FTU  Scenario 

90.06 

737.82 

2,124.08 

163.02 

266.31 

264.79 

348,618 

Existing  Altus  AFB  Emissions 

55.39 

573.25 

1,069.38 

106.96 

262.74 

261.86 

191,769 

Altus  AFB  FTU  Scenario  Minus 
Existing  Emissions 

34.67 

164.57 

1,054.70 

56.06 

3.58 

2.93 

156,850 

FTU  Scenario  Net  Emissions 
Increase  Fraction  of  Existing 
Emissions 

0.63 

0.29 

0.99 

0.52 

0.01 

0.01 

0.82 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

“  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant. 

Key:  COzc  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 
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4 . 1 . 2 . 1 . 1  Auxiliary  Airfields 

Emissions  from  KC-46A  FTU  operations  would  occur  within  the  immediate  area  of  the  auxiliary 
airfields  and  aircraft  flight  routes  between  these  areas  and  Altus  AFB.  Table  4-6  summarizes  the 
annual  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A  operations  proposed  at  each  auxiliary  airfield 
associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  These  data  show  that  the  proposed  increase  in 
emissions  at  CSM,  FBB,  and  AMA  would  not  exceed  a  PSD  threshold.  In  addition,  the  increase 
in  proposed  emissions  at  AFW  would  not  exceed  an  applicable  PSD  or  conformity  threshold. 
Therefore,  KC-46A  operations  at  all  four  auxiliary  airfields  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario 
would  produce  less  than  significant  air  quality  impacts  and  a  general  conformity  de  minimis 
determination  may  be  made  for  the  projected  increases  in  NOx  and  VOC  emissions  at  AFW. 


Table  4-6,  Annual  Emissions  from  KC-46A  FTU  Operations  at  Auxiliary  Airfields  Near 

Altus  AFB,  CY  2016 


Auxiliary  Airfield 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMi« 

PM25 

C02e  (mt) 

Clinton  Sherman  Industrial 
Airpark  (CSM) 

0.35 

4.43 

79.53 

4.03 

0.24 

0.20 

11,242 

Rick  Husband  Amarillo 
International  Airport  (AMA) 

0.05 

0.64 

11.59 

0.58 

0.03 

0.03 

1,627 

Lubbock  Preston  Smith 
International  Airport  (LBB) 

0.10 

1.32 

23.66 

1.20 

0.07 

0.06 

3,344 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport 
(AFW) 

0.10 

1.32 

23.66 

1.20 

0.07 

0.06 

3,344 

Conformity/PSD  Threshold 

50 

250 

50 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 


4. 1.2.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Air  Quality  Consequences 

Table  4-7  presents  estimates  of  emissions  from  constmction  activities  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  These  data  show  that,  for  each  year  of 
construction,  total  emissions  would  fall  well  below  the  PSD  thresholds  used  to  indicate  significance 
or  insignificance.  Therefore,  temporary  constmction  emissions  resulting  from  the  MOB  1  scenario 
would  produce  less  than  significant  air  quality  impacts.  The  main  sources  of  PM10/PM2.5  emissions 
would  be  fugitive  dust  from  the  operation  of  equipment  on  unpaved  surfaces. 


Table  4-7.  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  the  MOB  1  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB 


Year 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PMio 

PMzs 

C02e  (mt) 

CY  2014 

1.63 

27.19 

13.37 

0.35 

25.81 

3.68 

2,017.41 

CY  2015 

0.33 

4.26 

3.10 

0.09 

2.15 

0.46 

475.41 

CY  2016 

0.54 

2.96 

5.87 

0.17 

8.04 

1.26 

900.39 

CY2018 

0.01 

0.26 

0.05 

0.00 

0.04 

0.01 

11.27 

CY  2021 

0.14 

7.47 

0.17 

0.01 

0.43 

0.05 

56.72 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Key:  COtc  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 
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The  air  quality  impact  analysis  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  is  based  on  the  net  increase 
in  emissions  that  would  result  from  the  beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft.  To  produce  a 
conservative  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  all  KC-46A  aircraft  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario 
would  become  operational  at  Altus  AFB  in  CY  2016. 

Table  4-8  summarizes  the  annual  emissions  that  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  The  data  in  Table  4-8  show  that  the  increase  in  emissions  from  the 
addition  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not  exceed  250  tons  per  year  for  VOCs,  SOx,  PMio,  or 
PM2.5.  Therefore,  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  produce  less  than  significant  impacts  on  these 
pollutant  levels.  However,  these  data  also  show  that  the  increase  in  CO  and  NOx  emissions  from 
the  MOB  1  scenario  would  exceed  250  tons  per  year.  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing 
engine  testing  activities  are  the  primary  contributors  to  these  emission  increases. 


Table  4-8.  Annual  Operations  Emissions  Under  the  MOB  1  Scenario  at 

Altus  AFB,  CY  2016 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e  (mt) 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

50.07 

201.73 

837.56 

45.42 

2.92 

2.49 

125,647 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-46A 

14.39 

49.54 

28.94 

2.34 

0.21 

0.19 

6,286 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

0.21 

1.51 

1.70 

0.07 

0.25 

0.23 

1,686 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

25.92 

234.56 

811.10 

68.54 

202.86 

202.86 

104,917 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.87 

155.10 

210.64 

35.75 

52.00 

52.00 

54,722 

Transient  Aircraft 

1.38 

5.07 

3.15 

0.31 

0.77 

0.77 

530 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

0.16 

7.77 

9.77 

0.64 

4.24 

4.24 

1,633 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

0.99 

14.32 

7.07 

0.82 

0.05 

0.05 

2,071 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
Existing  Aircraft 

0.59 

4.27 

4.83 

0.19 

0.71 

0.65 

4,741 

Government-Owned  Vehicles 

0.10 

1.01 

2.19 

0.01 

0.12 

0.10 

657 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  On  Base 

0.16 

8.90 

1.12 

0.03 

0.10 

0.05 

1,531 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  Off  Base 

0.49 

26.35 

2.94 

0.07 

0.42 

0.18 

4,366 

Nonroad  Equipment 

6.89 

96.45 

2.94 

0.63 

0.37 

0.37 

3,250 

Mobile  Euel  Transfer  Operations 

0.14 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

2.84 

8.73 

14.38 

0.26 

a 

a 

a 

Total  Altus  AFB  Emissions  -  MOB  1 

Scenario 

108.19 

815.32 

1,938.34 

155.06 

266.59 

264.88 

312,037 

Existing  Altus  AFB  Emissions 

55.39 

573.25 

1,069.38 

106.96 

262.74 

261.86 

191,769 

Altns  AFB  MOB  1  Scenario  Minus 
Existing  Emissions 

52.80 

242.07 

868.96 

48.10 

3.85 

3.01 

120,269 

MOB  1  Scenario  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

0.95 

0.42 

0.81 

0.45 

0.01 

0.01 

0.63 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant. 


Key:  COtc  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 
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The  CO  and  NOx  emission  increases  that  would  result  from  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  amount 
to  54  and  84  percent,  respectively,  of  the  total  CO  and  NOx  emissions  generated  from  current 
operations  at  Altus  AFB.  The  majority  of  proposed  CO  and  NOx  emissions  generated  by  the 
MOB  1  scenario  would  result  from  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  up  to  an  altitude  of 
3,000  feet  AGL  and  across  the  several  square  miles  that  make  up  the  Altus  AFB  airspace  and 
adjoining  aircraft  flight  patterns.  These  emissions  would  be  adequately  dispersed  through  this 
volume  of  atmosphere  to  the  point  that  they  would  result  in  no  substantial  ground-level  impacts 
in  a  localized  area.  Jackson  County  generates  relatively  low  levels  of  CO  and  NOx  emissions  (see 
Table  3-4)  and  is  in  attainment  of  all  NAAQS  by  wide  margins.  Therefore,  proposed  CO  and 
NOx  emissions  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario,  in  combination  with 
existing  emissions,  would  likely  not  be  substantial  enough  to  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  an 
ambient  air  quality  standard.  Therefore,  operations  resulting  from  the  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Altus  AFB  would  produce  less  than  significant  air  quality  impacts. 

Proposed  operations  under  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  at  Altus  AFB  would  emit  HAPs  that 
could  potentially  impact  public  health.  Proposed  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing  engine 
testing  activities  would  generate  the  majority  of  HAPs  from  these  scenarios.  As  discussed  above 
for  proposed  criteria  pollutant  impacts,  since  proposed  KC-46A  operations  would  occur 
intermittently  over  a  volume  of  atmosphere,  they  would  produce  minima!  ambient  impacts  of 
HAPs  in  a  localized  area. 

Early  in  its  planning,  the  USAF  reconsidered  its  operational  assumptions  and  projections  to 
avoid  or  reduce  potential  impacts  to  the  extent  feasible.  This  resulted  in  the  development  of 
alternatives  that  reduced  the  emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  to  the  extent  feasible  by  reducing  the 
number  of  near-field  operations,  such  as  landing  and  take-off  operations.  At  this  time,  the  USAF 
is  not  aware  of  any  other  feasible  mitigations  that  could  be  applied  to  further  reduce  the 
emissions  impact  from  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing  engine  testing  activities. 

In  addition  to  presenting  estimates  of  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  implementation  of 
the  KC-46A  scenarios  at  Altus  AFB,  the  following  considers  how  climate  change  may  impact 
the  KC-46A  beddown  scenarios  at  Altus  AFB.  For  Altus  AFB,  the  projected  climate  change 
impact  of  concern  is  increased  aridity,  as  documented  in  Global  Climate  Change  Impacts  in  the 
United  States  (USGCRP  2009).  This  report  predicts  that  the  Great  Plains  region  surrounding 
Altus  AFB  will  experience  warmer  temperatures  and  decreasing  precipitation.  These  conditions 
will  produce  more  frequent  extreme  events  such  as  heat  waves,  droughts,  scarcities  of  water 
supplies,  and  heavy  rainfall.  While  operations  at  Altus  AFB  have  already  adapted  to  droughts, 
high  temperatures,  and  scarce  water  supplies,  exacerbation  of  these  conditions  in  the  future  may 
increase  the  cost  of  proposed  operations  and  could  impede  operations  during  extreme  events. 
Additional  measures  could  be  needed  to  mitigate  such  impacts. 

4.1.3  Safety 

This  section  addresses  the  potential  environmental  consequences  to  flight  and  ground  safety 
that  could  occur  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of  Altus  AFB  with  implementation  of  either  the  FTU  or 
MOB  1  scenario.  While  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  introduction  to  the  USAF  tanker  fleet,  this 
aircraft  is  based  on  the  existing  commercial  Boeing  767  Jetliner,  which  has  been  in  commercial 
service  since  1982.  As  of  November  2011,  the  B-767  has  been  in  16  mishaps  worldwide.  Note 
that,  of  these,  7  were  not  related  to  the  aircraft  or  flight  crew.  The  commercial  accident  rate  of 
the  B-767  is  0.36  per  flight  cycle  (defined  as  per  million  takeoffs).  As  is  the  case  with  the 
KC-135  (also  based  upon  a  commercial  airframe,  the  Boeing  707),  it  is  expected  that,  over 
time,  the  accident  rate  of  the  KC-46A  will  be  similar  to  that  of  the  B-767.  Note  that  historically 
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the  accident  rates  for  the  military  versions  of  the  commercial  airframes  have  been  lower  than 
those  for  the  commercial  airframes. 

4. 1.3.1  FTU  Scenario  Safety  Consequences 

4.1.3. 1.1  Flight  Safety 

Aircraft  Mishaps  -  The  addition  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft  would  result  in  an  increase  in 
airfield  operations  and  accident  potential  over  those  generated  by  existing  KC-135s  and  C-17s  at 
Altus  AFB.  However,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  within  the  airfield  under  similar  procedures 
currently  in  use  for  the  KC-135  mission.  Current  safety  policies  and  procedures  at  the  base 
ensure  the  lowest  possible  potential  for  aircraft  mishaps.  These  safety  policies  and  procedures 
would  continue  upon  implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario. 

As  discussed  previously,  the  accident  rate  for  the  KC-46A  is  expected  to  be  similar  to  that  of  the 
commercial  airframe  upon  which  it  is  based.  Using  the  accident  rate  of  0.36  per  flight  cycle,  it  is 
projected  that  the  probability  of  a  KC-46A  accident  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airfield  would  be  low 
(less  than  one  every  100  years;  see  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.3.3.I). 

Therefore,  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  is  not  anticipated  to  result 
in  any  net  increase  in  the  safety  risks  associated  with  aircraft  mishaps  or  any  increase  in  the  risks 
of  occurrence  of  those  mishaps. 

BirdAVildlife- Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  -  Altus  AFB  has  an  ongoing  BASH  program.  To  address 
bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes,  the  USAF  has  developed  the  Avian  Hazard  Advisory  System  to 
monitor  bird  activity  and  forecast  bird  strike  risks.  Using  Next  Generation  Radar  (NEXRAD) 
weather  radars  and  models  developed  to  predict  bird  movement,  the  Avian  Hazard  Advisory 
System  is  an  online,  near-real-time  geographic  information  system  (GIS)  used  for  bird  strike  risk 
flight  planning  across  the  Continental  United  States  (CONUS)  and  Alaska. 

Additionally,  as  part  of  an  overall  strategy  to  reduce  BASH  risks,  the  USAF  has  developed  a 
Bird  Avoidance  Model  using  GIS  technology  as  a  tool  for  analysis  and  correlation  of  bird 
habitat,  migration,  and  breeding  characteristics  with  key  environmental  and  manmade  geospatial 
data.  The  model  was  created  to  provide  USAF  pilots  and  flight  schedulers/planners  with  a  tool 
for  making  informed  decisions  when  selecting  flight  routes  in  an  effort  to  protect  human  lives, 
wildlife,  and  equipment  during  air  operations.  This  information  is  integrated  into  required  pilot 
briefings,  which  take  place  prior  to  any  sortie. 

With  KC-46A  flight  operations  similar  to  those  being  conducted  by  KC-135  aircraft  at  Altus  AFB, 
the  overall  potential  for  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes  is  not  anticipated  to  be  significantly  greater 
than  current  levels.  All  safety  actions  in  place  for  existing  KC-135  training  would  continue  to  be  in 
place  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Altus  AFB  personnel  have  developed  aggressive  procedures 
designed  to  minimize  the  occurrence  of  bird/wildlife- aircraft  strikes,  and  have  documented  detailed 
procedures  to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk  of  bird  strikes  (Altus  AFB  2012a).  When 
bird/wildlife-aircraft  strike  hazard  risks  increase,  limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flight  and  some 
types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches,  closed-pattern  pattern  work)  in  the  airport  and  airspace 
environments.  Special  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  for  bird  strikes  is 
high  within  the  airspace.  KC-46A  pilots  would  be  subject  to  these  procedures.  Therefore,  no 
significant  impact  would  occur  related  to  bird/wildlife- aircraft  strike  hazard  issues. 

4. 1.3. 1.2  Ground  Safety 

There  are  no  aspects  of  the  FTU  aircraft  basing  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  that  are  expected  to  create 
new  or  unique  ground  safety  issues  not  already  addressed  by  current  policies  and  procedures. 
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Operations  and  maintenance  procedures,  as  they  relate  to  ground  safety,  are  conducted  by  base 
personnel  and  would  not  change  from  current  conditions.  All  activities  would  continue  to  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations,  technical  orders,  and  Air  Force 
Occupational  and  Environmental  Safety,  Fire  Protection,  and  Health  (AFOSH)  standards. 

No  unique  constmction  practices  or  materials  would  be  required  as  part  of  any  of  the  renovation, 
addition,  or  constmction  projects  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  All 
renovation  and  constmction  activities  would  comply  with  all  applicable  U.S.  Occupational  Health 
and  Safety  Administration  (OSHA)  regulations  to  protect  workers.  In  addition,  the  newly  constmcted 
buildings  would  be  built  in  compliance  with  antiterrorism/force  protection  requirements.  The  USAF 
does  not  anticipate  any  significant  safety  impacts  as  a  result  of  constmction,  demolition,  or 
renovation  if  all  applicable  AFOSH  and  OSHA  requirements  are  implemented. 

The  KC-46A  would  be  operated  in  an  airfield  environment  similar  to  the  current  operational 
environment.  Since  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  airframe  and  would  require  response  actions  specific  to 
the  aircraft,  the  emergency  and  mishap  response  plans  would  be  updated  to  include  procedures  and 
response  actions  necessary  to  address  a  mishap  involving  the  KC-46A  and  associated  equipment. 
With  this  update,  the  Altus  AFB  airfield  safety  conditions  would  be  similar  to  baseline  conditions. 
Therefore,  no  significant  impact  would  occur  from  aircraft  mishaps  or  mishap  response. 

Capability  for  fire  response  is  located  on  base  and  in  nearby  communities.  The  base  Fire 
Department  is  party  to  mutual-aid  support  agreements  with  the  nearby  communities.  These 
functions  would  continue  to  occur  as  they  have  under  current  conditions.  The  increase  in  aircraft 
operations  would  increase  the  risk  of  mishaps  in  training  areas,  including  over  the  clear  zones 
(CZs)  and  accident  potential  zones  (APZs).  See  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Figure  B-I,  for  the 
typical  generic  CZ  and  APZ  dimensions.  However,  the  base  prioritizes  compatible  land  use 
planning  with  surrounding  jurisdictions  to  manage  future  incompatible  development. 

4. 1.3. 2  MOB  1  Scenario  Safety  Consequences 

The  primary  difference  between  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  would 
be  the  additional  28  KC-46A  aircraft  and  the  additional  airfield  operations  associated  with  the 
MOB  1  scenario.  As  previously  described  for  the  FTU  scenario,  it  is  projected  that  the 
probability  of  a  KC-46A  accident  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airfield  would  be  low.  Therefore, 
implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  is  not  anticipated  to  result  in  any 
net  increase  in  the  safety  risks  associated  with  aircraft  mishaps  or  any  increase  in  the  risks  of 
occurrence  of  those  mishaps. 

4.1.4  Soils  and  Water 

4. 1.4.1  FTU  Scenario  Soils  and  Water  Consequences 

All  of  the  construction  and  demolition  (C&D)  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  KC-46A 
FTU  scenario  would  occur  within  the  Altus  AFB  boundary.  With  the  exception  of  a  portion  of 
the  new  Flight  Training  Center,  much  of  this  work  would  occur  on  previously  disturbed  areas. 
As  shown  in  Table  2-3,  the  total  potential  disturbed  area  for  the  projects  associated  with  the  FTU 
scenario  would  not  exceed  5  acres  (new  construction  and  additions/alterations). 

For  any  projects  that  result  in  soil  disturbance,  the  USAF  would  ensure  that  all  construction 
activities  are  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  stormwater  discharge  permit  to  control 
erosion  and  prevent  sediment,  debris,  or  other  pollutants  from  entering  the  stormwater  system. 
The  USAF  would  specify  compliance  with  the  stormwater  discharge  permit  in  the  contractor 
construction  requirements. 
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The  Altus  AFB  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP)  for  industrial  facilities 
identifies  control  practices  that  would  be  followed  for  spill  prevention  and  response,  routine 
inspection  of  discharges  at  sites,  and  proper  training  of  employees.  The  SWPPP  would  be 
updated  to  reflect  the  soil  disturbance  activities  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario. 

Based  on  the  location  of  the  proposed  activities,  as  depicted  on  Figure  2-4,  no  sensitive 
groundwater  resources,  surface  water  resources,  or  floodplains  are  potentially  impacted  within 
the  areas  of  the  base  proposed  for  the  FTU  beddown. 

4. 1.4. 2  MOB  1  Scenario  Soils  and  Water  Consequences 

With  the  exception  of  the  proposed  new  ramp  area,  the  refueling  truck  parking  yard,  and  hangar 
row  road,  the  development  would  occur  on  previously  disturbed  areas  within  the  Altus  AFB 
boundary.  The  total  disturbed  area  for  the  projects  proposed  as  part  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  would  not  exceed  80  acres  (the  area  for  new  construction  and  additions/alterations). 
Design  and  construction  methods,  such  as  appropriate  stormwater  system  controls,  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  construction  contract  to  reduce  the  potential  for  significant  run-off  impacts. 

A  tributary  to  the  Ozark  Irrigation  Canal  and  a  surface  water  drainage  currently  flow  under  the 
runway.  Flow  in  these  canals  is  intermittent  and  these  are  generally  dry  except  when  in  use 
during  the  irrigation  season.  Portions  of  the  tributary  to  the  Ozark  Canal  would  be  contained  in  a 
concrete  box  culvert  under  the  proposed  parking  ramp.  Structures  within  the  canal  were 
evaluated  for  potential  historical  significance.  No  potential  historic  structures  were  identified. 
This  canal  is  owned  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  the  stamped  engineering  plans  and 
specifications  for  this  project  would  require  Bureau  of  Reclamation  approval.  This  canal  is 
protected  from  surface  water  flow  by  earthen  levees,  and  site-specific  standard  construction 
practices  would  be  utilized  to  protect  the  integrity  of  any  water  running  through  this  canal. 

For  any  projects  that  result  in  soil  disturbance,  the  USAF  would  ensure  that  all  construction 
activities  are  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  stormwater  discharge  permit  to  control 
erosion  and  prevent  sediment,  debris,  or  other  pollutants  from  entering  the  stormwater  system. 
The  USAF  would  specify  compliance  with  the  stormwater  discharge  permit  in  the  contractor 
construction  requirements. 

As  referenced  above,  the  Altus  AFB  SWPPP  would  be  updated  to  describe  the  work  to  be 
completed  as  part  of  both  scenarios  and  the  activities  that  would  be  necessary  to  prevent  soil 
erosion  and  sedimentation  from  the  large  amount  of  acreage  proposed  for  development. 

Based  on  the  location  of  the  proposed  activities,  as  depicted  on  Figures  2-6  and  2-7,  no  sensitive 
groundwater  resources  or  floodplains  would  be  impacted  within  the  project  areas  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario. 

4.1.5  Biological  Resources 

4. 1.5.1  FTU  Scenario  Biological  Resources  Consequences 

4. 1.5. 1.1  Vegetation 

Potential  impacts  on  vegetation  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB 
are  anticipated  to  be  minor  and  short  term  because  the  majority  of  the  demolition,  construction,  and 
renovation  is  planned  to  occur  on  previously  disturbed  areas.  These  projects  would  only  affect 
small  areas  of  improved  and  semi-improved  land.  Since  these  areas  are  already  highly  disturbed 
from  ongoing  routine  maintenance  and/or  landscaping  activities  and  are  of  low  ecological  value, 
there  would  be  no  significant  impacts  on  vegetation  resulting  from  FTU  beddown. 
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4. 1.5. 1.2  Wildlife 

Potential  impacts  on  wildlife  can  be  categorized  as  noise  and  habitat  loss/alteration  due  to 
infrastructure  changes,  noise  and  visual  disturbance  associated  with  increased  airfield  and 
aircraft  operations,  and  increased  potential  for  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes. 

The  areas  proposed  for  development  as  a  result  of  implementing  the  FTU  scenario  provide  little 
wildlife  habitat,  and  the  projects  would  result  in  no  significant  impacts  on  wildlife  populations. 

Machinery  associated  with  facility  construction,  renovation,  and  demolition  would  produce  noise 
that  would  be  perceived  by  wildlife  near  the  activities  (see  Section  4.1.1,  Noise).  However,  this 
noise  would  be  localized,  during  daylight  hours  only,  and  short  term.  Wildlife  in  the  area  is 
already  exposed  to  human -produced  noise  under  baseline  conditions.  Therefore,  construction- 
related  noise  would  have  a  negligible  impact  on  wildlife  populations. 

Airfield  operations  are  anticipated  to  increase  at  Altus  AFB.  Noise  impacts  resulting  from  the 
increase  in  operations  are  anticipated  to  be  minimal.  The  noise  contours  would  increase  only 
marginally  and  would  not  substantially  increase  the  amount  of  land  exposed  to  additional  noise. 

Increased  operations  would  increase  the  potential  for  aircraft  to  strike  birds  (including  migratory 
species)  and  other  wildlife.  The  Altus  AFB  BASH  Plan  (Altus  AFB  2012a)  establishes 
procedures  and  actions  to  minimize  the  potential  for  aircraft  to  strike  birds  and  other  wildlife. 
Significant  wildlife  impacts  are  not  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A 
FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB. 

4. 1.5. 1.3  Special-Status  Species 

Because  no  special-status  species  and/or  designated  critical  habitat  occur  at  Altus  AFB,  no 
significant  impacts  on  special-status  species  are  anticipated  to  result  from  the  FTU  scenario  at 
Altus  AFB. 

4. 1.5. 1.4  Wetlands 

Because  there  are  no  wetlands  known  to  exist  in  any  of  the  areas  proposed  for  development 
under  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario,  implementation  of  this  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  is  not  anticipated 
to  directly  affect  any  wetlands. 

4. 1.5.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Biological  Resources  Consequences 

4. 1.5. 2.1  Vegetation 

The  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  would  have  similar  potential  impacts  on  vegetation  as 
described  for  the  FTU  scenario.  The  main  difference  between  the  MOB  1  and  FTU  scenario 
would  be  the  loss  of  additional  acres  of  semi-improved,  open-space  land.  This  development 
would  be  associated  with  construction  of  a  new  ramp  and  apron,  hangars,  and  other  associated 
facilities  necessary  to  accommodate  36  additional  KC-46A  aircraft.  The  area  is  located  west  of 
Taxiway  Charlie  and  is  currently  within  the  CZ  of  the  airfield  (see  Figure  2-6).  This  area  has  low 
ecological  quality  because  it  is  regularly  mowed  and  treated  to  maintain  vegetation  as  required 
by  the  Altus  AFB  BASH  Plan  (Altus  AFB  2012a).  Many  of  the  construction,  renovation,  and 
demolition  projects  that  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  are  currently  located  within 
developed  or  disturbed  areas  that  provide  little  habitat  value  and  would  result  in  no  significant 
impacts  on  vegetation. 
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4.1. 5.2.2  Wildlife 

Potential  impacts  on  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  the  FTU  analysis  and  include 
minor  noise  increases  and  land  disturbance  due  to  infrastructure  changes,  the  potential  for  visual 
disturbance  associated  with  increased  airfield  and  aircraft  operations,  and  increased  potential  for 
bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes. 

Many  of  the  projects  proposed  as  part  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  occur  in  currently  developed 
or  disturbed  areas  that  provide  little  wildlife  habitat  and  would  result  in  no  significant  impacts  on 
wildlife  populations.  Some  projects  would  occur  in  regularly  maintained  vegetated  areas.  In 
particular,  construction  of  the  new  parking  ramp  and  apron  and  associated  facilities  would 
encompass  a  large  area  of  semi-developed  airfield  land. 

Vegetated  portions  consist  of  maintained  grasslands.  These  parcels  are  somewhat  fragmented 
and  are  located  near  developed  portions  of  the  base  with  ongoing  human  activity.  A  variety  of 
small  wildlife  probably  use  the  vegetated  areas  periodically,  and  it  is  possible  that  larger  species 
such  as  deer  and  coyote  occasionally  move  through  these  areas.  New  construction  for  the  fuel 
tanks,  pumps,  and  hydrant  system  would  occur  adjacent  to  the  golf  course  irrigation  pond  that 
may  provide  benefit  to  birds,  mammals,  and  other  wildlife  when  water  is  available. 

Noise  produced  during  construction,  renovation,  and  demolition  activities  would  be  perceived  by 
wildlife  near  the  activities.  However,  this  noise  would  be  localized,  during  daylight  hours  only, 
and  short  term.  Wildlife  in  the  area  are  already  exposed  to  frequent  noise,  and  the  activities 
would  generally  be  restricted  to  daytime  working  hours.  Therefore,  construction -related  noise 
would  have  a  negligible  impact  on  wildlife  populations. 

Airfield  operations  would  increase  over  baseline  conditions.  Because  the  KC-46A  is  quieter  than 
the  KC-135,  only  minor  noise  increases  would  be  anticipated.  The  noise  contours  would  increase 
only  marginally  on  and  near  the  base  and  would  not  substantially  increase  the  amount  of  land 
exposed  to  additional  noise. 

Similar  to  the  analysis  of  the  FTU  beddown,  increased  operations  would  increase  the  potential 
for  aircraft  to  strike  birds  and  other  wildlife  in  the  air  and  on  the  runway.  However,  the  Altus 
AFB  BASH  Plan  establishes  procedures  and  actions  to  minimize  the  potential  for  wildlife 
strikes.  With  continued  adherence  to  the  plan,  there  would  be  no  significant  impacts  on  wildlife 
populations  due  to  aircraft  strikes. 

Overall  effects  on  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  the  FTU  beddown.  Significant 
wildlife  impacts  are  not  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Altus  AFB. 

4. 1.5. 2. 3  Special-Status  Species 

Because  no  special-status  species  and/or  designated  critical  habitat  occur  at  Altus  AFB,  no 
significant  impacts  on  special-status  species  are  anticipated  to  result  from  the  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Altus  AFB. 

4. 1.5. 2.4  Wetlands 

Because  there  are  no  known  wetlands  in  any  of  the  areas  proposed  for  development  under  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario,  implementation  of  this  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  is  not  anticipated  to 
directly  affect  any  wetlands. 
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4.1.6  Cultural  Resources 

4. 1.6.1  FTU  Scenario  Cultural  Resources  Consequences 

Actions  associated  with  the  proposed  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  include  demolition  of  two 
buildings,  renovation  of  two  buildings,  and  additions  and/or  alterations  to  four  buildings  at 
Altus  AFB.  Building  285,  a  hangar,  has  been  determined  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  by  Altus  AFB  (97  AMW  2013).  Oklahoma  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  the  USAF’s  determination  that  modifications  proposed  for  Building  285  as  part 
of  the  KC-46A  undertaking  will  not  adversely  affect  the  building’s  NRHP  eligibility  (letter  from 
SHPO  to  USAF  dated  29  July  2013),  concluding  the  Section  106  consultation  process. 

No  adverse  impacts  on  archaeological  historic  properties  are  anticipated  to  result  from 
implementing  the  FTU  scenario.  Ground-disturbing  activities  would  occur  on  previously 
disturbed  grounds.  Those  areas  not  already  beneath  previously  modified  surfaces  have  been 
surveyed  for  the  presence  of  archaeological  resources,  and  no  historic  properties  have  been 
located.  It  is  unlikely  that  any  previously  undocumented  archaeological  resources  would  be 
encountered  during  facility  demolition,  renovation,  or  addition.  It  is  still  possible  that 
archaeological  resources  could  be  buried  on  Altus  AFB.  In  the  case  of  unanticipated  or 
inadvertent  discoveries,  the  USAF  would  comply  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  and  follow  the  standard  operating  procedures  outlined  in  the  Integrated 
Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan  (ICRMP)  (Altus  AFB  2009d).  None  of  the  other  buildings 
associated  with  implementing  the  FTU  scenario  are  considered  eligible  for  the  NRHP. 

Indirect  effects  on  cultural  resources  from  population  increase  or  visual  intrusions  are  extremely 
unlikely.  Under  the  FTU  scenario,  the  population  would  increase  by  a  small  amount  relative  to 
the  existing  population  at  the  base  and  in  Altus.  New  construction  would  occur  in  the  context  of 
an  active  AFB,  where  changes  in  the  infrastructure  are  common.  There  is  no  historic  district,  nor 
would  the  viewshed  of  the  single  historic  property  be  affected  by  the  proposed  construction. 

No  modifications  to  buildings  or  ground-disturbing  activities  are  anticipated  at  the  auxiliary 
airfields.  The  noise  environment  would  remain  similar  to  baseline  conditions.  There  would  be  no 
effect  on  historic  properties  at  AMA,  CSM,  AFW,  or  LBB. 

No  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to  tribal  resources  are  anticipated.  Consultation  was  initiated 
with  10  tribes.  Eight  tribes  responded  with  no  objections  to  the  USAF’s  finding  of  no  adverse 
impact.  Additional  efforts  were  made  to  contact  the  remaining  two  non-responsive  tribes  without 
success  (see  Table  A-1  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 3).  While  the  USAF  values  its 
relationship  with  all  tribes  and  will  continue  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of 
known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes.  Section  106  consultation  on  the  KC-46A  FTU  beddown 
proposed  alternative  at  Altus  AFB  is  now  complete. 

4. 1.6.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Cultural  Resources  Consequences 

Implementing  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  would  require  demolition  of  eight  buildings  and 
a  paved  ramp  area,  renovation  of  three  buildings  and  two  paved  areas,  and  additions/alterations 
of  two  buildings.  Building  285,  a  hangar,  is  the  only  building  identified  as  eligible  for  the  NRHP, 
and  it  is  proposed  to  be  renovated  as  part  of  the  MOB  1  scenario.  Modifications  proposed  for 
Building  285  will  not  adversely  affect  the  building’s  NRHP  eligibility.  The  Oklahoma  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  the  USAF’s  Finding  of  No  Adverse  Effect  on  historic  properties  (SHPO  letter  to 
USAE  dated  29  July  2013;  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A.5.I),  concluding  the  Section  106 
consultation  process. 
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No  impacts  on  archaeological  historic  properties  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementing  the 
MOB  1  scenario.  Ground-disturbing  activities  would  occur  in  previously  disturbed  contexts. 
Those  areas  not  already  beneath  previously  modified  surfaces  have  been  surveyed  for  the 
presence  of  archaeological  resources,  and  no  historic  properties  have  been  located.  It  is 
extremely  unlikely  that  any  previously  undocumented  archaeological  resources  would  be 
encountered  during  facility  demolition,  renovation,  or  addition  or  new  construction.  It  is  still 
possible  that  archaeological  resources  could  be  buried  on  Altus  AFB.  In  the  case  of  unanticipated 
or  inadvertent  discoveries,  the  USAF  would  comply  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA  and  the 
standard  operating  procedures  outlined  in  the  ICRMP  (Altus  AFB  2009d). 

Indirect  effects  on  cultural  resources  from  population  increase  or  visual  intrusions  are  extremely 
unlikely.  Although  the  population  at  Altus  AFB  would  double  under  the  MOB  1  scenario,  the 
resulting  total  should  not  affect  historic  properties.  New  construction  would  occur  in  the  context 
of  an  active  Air  Force  Base,  where  changes  in  the  infrastructure  are  common.  There  is  no  historic 
district,  nor  would  the  viewshed  of  the  single  historic  property  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
construction. 

Altus  AFB  consulted  with  the  same  tribes  as  described  in  the  FTU  scenario.  No  adverse  Section 
106  impacts  to  tribal  resources  are  anticipated.  Tribal  responses  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  were  the 
same  as  those  described  for  the  FTU  scenario.  Section  106  consultation  on  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
beddown  proposed  alternative  at  Altus  AFB  is  now  complete. 

4.1.7  Land  Use 

4. 1.7.1  FTU  Scenario  Land  Use 

4. 1 .7. 1 . 1  Physical  Development 

The  C&D  projects  proposed  for  the  FTU  scenario  would  occur  in  the  developed  areas  of  the 
base,  predominantly  near  the  airfield,  industrial,  and  administrative  portions  of  the  base.  The 
sites  selected  for  the  proposed  projects  either  provide  for  requisite  functional  relationships  or 
replace  or  augment  existing  base  infrastructure.  The  proposed  construction,  demolition,  and 
renovation  generally  align  with  the  desired  layout  and  organization  of  land  use  described  in  the 
base’s  2003  General  Plan. 

Physical  development  on  the  base  could  result  in  short-term  effects  from  construction  activity  on 
existing  land  use  and  activities.  These  typically  include  noise,  dust,  and  traffic.  The  base  would 
require  contractors  to  use  standard  construction  practices  that  would  reduce  construction-related 
effects,  especially  around  housing  and  community  areas,  schools,  and  day  care  facilities.  For 
example,  these  could  include  measures  to  control  the  hours  for  operating  equipment,  use  of 
properly  maintained  equipment  and  sound-muffling  fixtures,  proper  siting  of  equipment 
operating  and  staging  areas  (away  from  sensitive  locations),  selection  of  truck  and  delivery 
routes,  and  speed  limits  for  construction  and  worker  vehicles. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  would  potentially  require  144  housing  units. 
Vacant  housing  on  base  can  only  fulfill  a  small  portion  of  this  demand.  The  demand  could  be 
met  by  vacant  housing  in  the  community  or  it  could  stimulate  renovation  or  new  development  on 
base  or  in  the  community.  Suitable  land  (about  60  acres)  is  available  for  new  housing  on  the  base 
on  the  edge  of  the  existing  housing  area.  Future  development  in  the  community  would  require 
approval  from  local  jurisdictions  (either  the  City  of  Altus  or  Jackson  County).  Approval  of  such 
development  near  Altus  AFB  would  be  based  on  conformance  of  the  proposal  with  zoning  and 
specific  airfield  compatibility  requirements.  Both  the  City  of  Altus  and  Jackson  County  have 
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cooperated  with  Altus  AFB  to  eontrol  land  use  surrounding  the  base.  Per  the  City’s  Unified 
Development  Code,  development  proposals  are  evaluated  relative  to  noise  compatibility, 
accident  potential  (safety),  and  height  of  structures  (that  could  obstruct  air  navigation)  within 
3  miles  of  the  city  limits.  In  addition,  the  Joint  Land  Use  Study  (JLUS)  limits  density  in  areas 
exposed  to  noise  levels  of  65  dB  DNL  and  higher  and  recommends  sound  attenuation 
construction  for  new  buildings  in  these  areas.  Existing  land  use  controls  have  been  successful  in 
maintaining  compatible  land  uses  and  limiting  encroachment  and  development  near  the  base. 

The  physical  changes  and  daily  activities  on  the  ground  would  be  confined  to  the  base,  thus  the 
proposed  on-base  development  would  have  minimal  impact  on  off-base  areas.  Increased  traffic 
through  the  Main  Gate  would  use  Falcon  Road.  There  is  little  interface  between  the  traffic  on 
Falcon  Road  and  adjacent  land  use.  A  cemetery,  agricultural  fields,  and  intermittent  commercial 
uses  near  Falcon  Road  could  experience  some  increase  in  noise  and  traffic  at  peak  hours,  but  this 
would  not  change  the  suitability  of  these  areas  for  the  current  uses.  Traffic  could  also  increase 
along  East  Tamarack  Road  and  through  residential  areas  along  this  road.  The  roadway  design 
would  accommodate  traffic  adequately,  and  the  added  traffic  is  not  anticipated  to  conflict  with 
these  neighborhoods. 

4 . 1 . 7 . 1 . 2  Aircraft  Operations 

This  analysis  includes  an  evaluation  of  the  effect  of  proposed  aircraft  noise  on  land  uses  and  any 
compatibility  issues  both  on  and  off  base.  The  USAF  has  participated  in  the  Federal  Interagency 
Committee  on  Urban  Noise  development  of  guidelines  on  noise  levels  and  land  use  compatibility 
in  the  vicinity  of  airfields.  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.I.3.2,  presents  the  noise 
compatibility  guidelines  for  noise  exposure  and  various  land  uses,  along  with  recommended 
noise  abatement  measures  to  reduce  incompatible  exposure  levels. 

The  total  geographic  area  exposed  to  noise  greater  than  or  equal  to  65  dB  DNF  resulting  from 
FTU  aircraft  operations  at  Altus  AFB  is  shown  on  Figure  4-1.  Moderate  noise  increases  on  the 
base  (reported  in  Table  4-2)  would  have  a  negligible  impact  on  areas  used  for  mission-related 
uses  and  support  services.  Neither  of  the  two  day  care  facilities  nor  the  elementary  school  would 
experience  adverse  increases  in  noise  exposure  (remaining  outside  the  65  dB  DNF  contour). 
None  of  the  family  housing  areas  would  experience  incompatible  noise  levels  above  65  dB  DNF. 
The  noise  increase  would  primarily  result  from  flightline  aircraft  maintenance  activities 
performed  near  Building  285  and  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  proposed  under  the  FTU 
scenario  at  night,  with  aircraft  returning  to  the  base  after  10:00  P.M.  at  the  end  of  their  training 
sortie.  This  would  be  a  minor  impact  on  the  base  residential  area. 

The  expected  changes  in  noise  exposure  to  off-base  land  uses  are  minimal.  The  proposed  change 
in  aircraft  operations  would  result  in  exposure  of  about  580  additional  acres  to  noise  levels  equal 
to  or  greater  than  65  dB  DNF  outside  the  base,  representing  an  increase  of  about  1 1  percent  of 
affected  off-base  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  agricultural,  with  some  existing  homes  (see 
Section  3. 1.7.2).  It  is  possible  that  a  few  homes  would  experience  a  shift  in  noise  exposure  level 
from  just  below  65  dB  DNF  to  just  above,  or  just  below  70  dB  DNF  to  just  above  70  dB  DNF. 
However,  for  most  locations  on  the  ground,  increases  would  be  less  than  1  dB  DNF  (see 
Section  4. 1.1.1)  and  imperceptible  to  underlying  residents  compared  to  current  conditions.  The 
increase  would  not  cause  new  land  use  conflicts  or  compatibility  concerns.  A  minor  adverse 
impact  on  existing  residential  land  use  east  of  the  City  of  Altus  is  a  result  of  17  additional 
persons  being  affected  by  the  65  dB  DNF  or  greater  noise  contour. 
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4 . 1 . 7 . 1 . 3  Aircraft  Operations  -  Auxiliary  Airfields 

KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  would  use  four  different  auxiliary  airfields. 
However,  because  these  airfields  would  only  be  used  to  practice  aircraft  operations  with  no 
associated  ground  level  development  and  the  noise  resulting  from  aircraft  operations  noise  at 
three  of  the  four  would  be  less  than  0.5  dB,  only  Clinton-Sherman  Air  Industrial  Park  (CSM)  has 
been  included  in  this  evaluation.  Projected  levels  of  use  could  increase  the  area  exposed  to  noise 
levels  of  65  dB  DNL  or  greater  by  about  5  acres  at  CSM.  The  area  surrounding  CSM  is  used  for 
agriculture.  Compared  to  the  1,607  acres  currently  exposed  to  noise  levels  from  other  aircraft, 
this  increase  would  be  inconsequential  and  imperceptible.  No  change  in  noise  exposure  for  areas 
within  the  CSM  boundary  is  projected.  Overall,  no  significant  impacts  on  land  use  at  CSM  are 
anticipated  to  result  from  aircraft  operations  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB. 

4. 1.7. 2  MOB  1  Scenario  Land  Use 

4. 1 .7.2. 1  Physical  Development 

The  impacts  on  land  use  resulting  from  physical  development  associated  with  implementation  of 
the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  are  similar  to  those  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario,  as 
described  in  Section  4. 1.7.1.  However,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  potentially 
require  approximately  1,870  housing  units.  Housing  on  base,  in  the  local  community,  and  outside 
of  Jackson  County  would  be  required  to  meet  this  demand.  As  described  in  Section  4. 1.7. 1.1, 
new  private  residential  development  would  require  approval  from  local  jurisdictions. 

Potential  indirect  effects  from  construction  on  land  uses  near  the  base  are  similar  to  those 
described  in  Section  4. 1.7. 1.1.  The  projected  increase  in  base  population  would  increase  the 
number  of  persons  driving  in  and  out  of  the  base  each  day.  Increased  traffic  on  local  access  roads 
could  cause  minor  indirect  impacts  on  adjacent  land  uses  due  to  congestion  and  localized  noise 
increases  during  peak  commute  hours.  Longer  wait  times  to  access  driveways  or  side  roads  may 
cause  intermittent  inconvenience  but  would  not  change  the  current  uses.  Additional  traffic  on 
major  streets  could  benefit  commercial  use. 

4 . 1 . 7 . 2 . 2  Aircraft  Operations 

Impacts  on  land  use  resulting  from  the  airfield  operations  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Altus  AFB  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  the  FTU  scenario  in  Section  4. 1.7. 1.2. 
Aircrews  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  fly  more  operations  than  FTU  aircrews,  but 
fewer  would  be  conducted  at  night  (10  percent).  The  increase  in  operations  would  result  in 
approximately  155  additional  off-base  acres  exposed  to  noise  levels  equal  to  or  greater  than 
65  dB  DNL  compared  with  baseline  conditions  and  429  fewer  off-base  acres  compared  with  the 
FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  (see  Table  4-2).  None  of  the  on-base  housing  area  is  expected  to  be 
exposed  to  incompatible  noise  levels  resulting  from  the  proposed  MOB  1  aircraft  operations. 

Noise  projected  to  emanate  off  Altus  AFB  from  aircraft  operations  associated  with  the  MOB  1 
scenario  is  expected  to  be  similar  to  the  off-base  noise  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario,  with 
similar  minor  impacts  on  a  few  surrounding  residences  located  in  agricultural  areas  and  areas  east 
of  the  City  of  Altus  (see  Section  4. 1.7. 1.2).  Aircrews  operating  KC-46A  aircraft  would 
proportionally  increase  use  of  the  east  and  west  pattern  routes.  Residents  underlying  these  flight 
tracks  would  likely  notice  the  increase  in  frequency  of  overflights,  although  the  sound  level  for  the 
KC-46A  would  be  lower  than  the  KC-135.  Disturbance  from  overflights  may  annoy  some 
residents  (see  Section  3. 1.7. 2),  but  would  not  cause  conditions  that  make  affected  areas  unsuitable 
for  residential  use  based  on  average  noise  levels  and  recommended  compatibility  guidelines. 
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4.1.8  Infrastructure 

Refer  to  Section  3.1.8  for  a  description  of  existing  infrastructure  system  capacities  and 
conditions  at  Altus  AFB.  Table  2-4  provides  changes  in  population  due  to  implementation  of  the 
FTU  scenario  and  Table  2-7  indicates  changes  in  population  due  to  implementation  of  the 
MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  These  changes  in  population  and  proposed  development  were 
used  to  determine  potential  impacts  on  infrastructure.  For  each  scenario,  the  maximum  demand 
or  impact  on  capacity  was  calculated  for  the  potable  water,  wastewater,  electric  and  natural  gas 
systems  based  on  the  change  in  population.  To  identify  maximum  demand  or  impact  on  these 
systems,  any  change  in  population  was  assumed  to  live  on  base.  For  the  assessment  of  the 
transportation  infrastructure,  any  change  in  population  was  assumed  to  reside  off  base. 

4. 1.8.1  FTU  Scenario  Infrastructure  Consequences 

4. 1.8. 1.1  Potable  Water  System 

The  City  of  Altus  and  Jackson  County  averaged  91  gallons  per  day  (GPD)  of  per  capita  water 
demand  in  2012  (OWRB  2013).  Using  that  amount  as  a  planning  factor,  the  change  in  population 
associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  would  create  an  additional  water  use  demand  of  0.08  million 
gallons  per  day  (MOD).  Implementing  the  FTU  scenario  would  increase  average  daily  demand 
from  30  to  37  percent  and  peak  use  from  5 1  to  59  percent. 

4. 1.8. 1.2  Wastewater 

The  USEPA  estimates  that  the  average  person  generates  approximately  100  GPD  of  wastewater 
between  showering,  toilet  use,  and  general  water  use  (USEPA  2013c).  Using  this  amount  as  a 
planning  factor  along  with  the  change  in  population,  the  ETU  scenario  would  increase 
wastewater  discharge  from  Altus  AEB  by  0.09  MGD.  This  would  increase  average  daily 
discharge  from  4  to  6  percent  of  the  city’s  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  (WWTP)  capacity  and 
would  increase  peak  discharge  from  6  to  8  percent  of  the  city’s  WWTP  capacity.  This  increase  in 
additional  wastewater  discharge  for  average  or  peak  use  for  the  ETU  scenario  would  be  within 
the  supply  and  capacity  of  the  City  of  Altus  WWTP.  As  noted  in  Section  3.E8.2,  portions  of  the 
on-base  wastewater  collection  and  distribution  system  have  been  improved  over  the  last  10  years. 

4. 1 .8. E3  Stormwater  System 

The  ETU  scenario  would  require  demolition  of  facilities  and  construction  of  new  facilities.  This 
would  take  place  within  the  existing  developed  base  flightline  and  cantonment  areas.  Table  2-3 
identifies  the  projects  associated  with  the  ETU  scenario;  the  total  potential  disturbed  area 
associated  with  these  projects  would  not  exceed  5  acres  (new  construction  and 
additions/alterations).  All  other  construction  associated  with  the  ETU  scenario  would  occur  on 
improved  areas.  With  the  exception  of  flood-prone  areas  in  the  northeast  and  southwest  comers 
of  the  base,  the  stormwater  system  is  reported  to  perform  adequately.  The  ETU  scenario  would 
not  require  the  construction  of  new  facilities  in  either  of  the  flood-prone  areas.  Implementation 
of  the  ETU  scenario  would  not  significantly  increase  stormwater  mn-off  from  the  base. 

During  the  short-term  conshuction  period  for  the  ETU  scenario,  all  contractors  would  be  required 
to  comply  with  applicable  statutes,  standards,  regulations,  and  procedures  regarding  stormwater 
management.  During  the  design  phase,  a  variety  of  stormwater  controls  could  be  incorporated  into 
constmction  plans.  These  could  include  planting  vegetation  in  disturbed  areas  as  soon  as  possible 
after  construction;  constructing  retention  facilities;  and  implementing  shuctural  controls  such  as 
interceptor  dikes,  swales  (excavated  depressions),  silt  fences,  straw  bales  and  other  storm  drain 
inlet  protection,  as  necessary,  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  inlet  stmctures. 
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The  existing  Altus  AFB  SWPPP  and  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES) 
Stormwater  Multi-Sector  General  Permit  for  Industrial  Activities  would  be  updated  to  include 
measures  to  avoid  and  minimize  the  potential  impacts  that  could  occur  during  the  short-term 
construction  phase  of  proposed  new  and  renovated  facilities  or  during  operations  under  the  ETU 
scenario.  In  addition,  the  requirements  of  the  Energy  Independence  and  Security  Act  (EISA)  of 
2007  would  be  followed  to  maintain  or  restore,  to  the  maximum  extent  practical,  the 
predevelopment  hydrology  of  the  property  with  regard  to  temperature,  rate,  volume,  and  duration 
of  flow. 

4. 1.8. 1.4  Electrical  System 

To  estimate  the  change  in  residential  electrical  use  associated  with  personnel  and  their 
dependents,  data  from  the  U.S.  Energy  Information  Administration  (USEIA)  were  used  to 
identify  that  residential  consumers  averaged  about  14.66  megawatt  hours  (MWH)  per  person  per 
year  (1,667,223  users)  in  Oklahoma  in  2011  (the  best  available  statistics),  with  a  total  of  about 
24,425,027  MWH  consumed  in  2011  (USEIA  2011).  Using  that  amount  as  a  planning  factor 
along  with  the  change  in  population,  the  ETU  scenario  would  increase  state  annual  residential 
demand  for  electricity  by  12,791  MWH  per  year.  This  represents  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
annual  state- wide  usage  in  2011.  Assuming  the  change  in  population  resides  on  Altus  AEB  and 
the  population  uses  electricity  at  the  2011  residential  average  rate  of  0.041  MWH  per  person  per 
day,  the  ETU  scenario  would  increase  daily  use  of  electricity  by  35.04  MWH  per  day.  The  ETU 
scenario  would  increase  average  daily  demand  from  12  to  16  percent  of  base  system  capacity  and 
would  increase  peak  demand  from  15  to  18  percent  of  base  system  capacity. 

4. 1.8. 1.5  Natural  Gas  System 

To  estimate  the  additional  residential  natural  gas  use  associated  with  personnel  and  their 
dependents,  data  from  the  USEIA  were  used  to  identify  that  residential  consumers  averaged  about 
0.07  million  cubic  feet  (MMcf)  per  person  per  year  (922,240  users)  in  Oklahoma  in  2011,  with  a 
total  of  about  61,387  MMcf  consumed  (USEIA  2011).  Using  that  amount  as  a  planning  factor 
along  with  the  change  in  population,  the  ETU  scenario  would  increase  state  annual  residential 
demand  for  natural  gas  by  58.1  MMcf  per  year.  This  represents  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total 
state-wide  usage  in  2011.  Assuming  the  change  in  population  reside  on  Altus  AEB  and  the 
population  uses  electricity  at  the  2011  residential  average  rate  of  0.19  thousand  cubic  feet  (Mcf) 
per  person  per  day,  the  ETU  scenario  would  increase  the  daily  use  of  natural  gas  by  160  Mcf  per 
day.  The  ETU  scenario  would  result  in  an  increase  of  average  daily  natural  gas  use  from 
9  to  14  percent  of  base  system  capacity  and  an  increase  of  peak  use  from  23  to  28  percent  of  base 
system  capacity. 

4. 1.8. 1.6  Solid  Waste  Management 

Solid  waste  generated  from  the  proposed  demolition  activities  would  consist  of  building 
materials  such  as  large  pieces  of  concrete,  metals  (e.g.,  conduit,  piping,  and  wiring),  lumber,  and 
other  nonhazardous  debris.  These  activities  would  lead  to  a  requirement  for  C&D  debris  to  be 
recycled  or  taken  to  the  City  of  Altus  Eandfill  or  other  landfills  in  the  region. 

Using  methodology  developed  by  the  USEPA  (USEPA  2009b)  to  determine  the  amount  of  C&D 
debris,  it  is  estimated  that  implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario  would  result  in  approximately 
3,228  tons  of  C&D  debris.  Disposal  of  the  debris  would  be  through  an  integrated  C&D  debris 
diversion  approach  or  removal  to  landfills.  The  integrated  C&D  debris  diversion  approach 
includes  reuse,  recycling,  volume  reduction/energy  recovery,  and  similar  diversion  actions.  The 
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DoD  has  set  a  target  C&D  debris  diversion  rate  of  60  percent  by  Fiscal  Year  2015  (DoD  2012). 
Applying  this  target  diversion  rate,  approximately  1,937  tons  of  C&D  debris  would  be  diverted 
for  reuse  or  recycling  and  approximately  1,292  tons  would  be  placed  in  the  City  of  Altus  Landfill 
or  other  landfills  in  the  region. 

This  would  be  a  potentially  short-term,  minor,  adverse  impact  that  the  landfill  could  absorb,  as 
the  City  of  Altus  Landfill  accepts  an  average  of  36,100  tons  of  waste  annually,  including  C&D 
waste.  The  overall  capacity  of  the  landfill  is  2  million  tons. 

Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  base.  C&D  debris,  including  debris 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  asbestos-containing  material  (ACM),  lead-based  paint 
(LBP),  or  other  hazardous  components,  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with  Air  Force 
Instruction  (AFI)  32-7042,  “Waste  Management.” 

4. 1.8. 2  FTU  Scenario  Transportation  Consequences 

Implementation  of  any  of  the  facilities  and  infrastructure  projects  associated  with  the  FTU 
scenario  at  Altus  AFB  would  require  the  delivery  of  materials  to  and  removal  of  construction- 
related  debris  from  demolition,  renovation,  and  new  construction  sites.  Trucks  associated  with 
these  activities,  along  with  construction  crews,  would  either  access  the  base  via  the  Main  Gate  or 
the  South  Gate.  Construction -related  traffic  would  comprise  only  a  small  portion  of  the  total 
existing  traffic  volume  in  the  area  and  at  the  base.  Increased  traffic  associated  with  these 
activities  could  contribute  to  increased  congestion  at  the  entry  gates,  delays  in  the  processing  of 
access  passes,  and  degradation  of  the  affected  road  surfaces. 

Additionally,  intermittent  traffic  delays  and  temporary  road  closures  could  result  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  facility  and  infrastructure  project  sites.  Potential  congestion  impacts 
could  be  avoided  or  minimized  by  scheduling  truck  deliveries  outside  of  the  peak  inbound  traffic 
time  and  by  using  the  South  Gate  instead  of  the  Main  Gate.  Also,  many  of  the  heavy  construction 
vehicles  would  be  driven  to  the  site  and  kept  on  base  for  the  duration  of  the  C&D  activities, 
resulting  in  relatively  few  additional  trips.  Traffic  delays  would  be  temporary  in  nature,  ending 
once  construction  activities  have  ceased.  As  a  result,  no  long-term  or  significant  impacts  on 
transportation  infrastructure  are  anticipated. 

Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  would  result  in  an  increase  in  on-base 
mission  personnel,  which  would  equate  to  about  a  12  percent  increase  in  daily  commuting  traffic  to 
and  from  the  base.  In  addition  to  the  increase  in  personnel,  there  would  also  be  a  small  increase  in 
dependent  and  commercial  traffic.  This  assumes  that  all  personnel  and  dependents  live  off  base, 
work  standard  workdays,  and  drive  individually  to  the  base.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  it 
was  assumed  that  the  additional  students  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  would  be 
housed  on  base  and  would  not  have  an  impact  on  daily  traffic.  The  small  increase  in  base  mission 
personnel  could  increase  congestion  and  queuing  at  the  Main  Gate  during  morning  and  evening 
rush  hours.  To  minimize  this,  the  base  could  adjust  the  schedule  of  operations  to  accommodate  this 
increase,  upgrade  the  Main  Gate  (e.g.,  provide  additional  lanes)  and/or  provide  additional 
personnel  at  the  gate  to  process  security  checks  during  the  peak  hours.  Regional  access  roads  and 
the  on-base  road  network  have  adequate  capacity  to  absorb  the  small  amount  of  additional  traffic 
without  major  impacts  on  traffic  flow,  circulation,  or  level  of  service. 
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4. 1.8. 3  MOB  1  Scenario  Infrastructure  Consequences 

4. 1.8. 3.1  Potable  Water  System 

Based  on  the  water  demand  planning  factor  for  the  City  of  Altus  and  Jackson  County  in  Section 

4. 1.8. 1.1  and  the  change  in  population  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario,  there  would  be  an 
additional  water  demand  of  0.54  MOD.  The  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  average  daily 
demand  from  30  to  82  percent  and  peak  use  demand  from  51  to  103  percent.  The  MOB  1 
scenario  would  require  the  system  to  operate  at  over  full  contracted  capacity  during  peak  use 
months,  when  base  water  pressure  is  at  its  lowest  point.  This  evaluation  is  based  on  the  contract 
amount  with  City  of  Altus,  at  1.03  MOD.  The  Altus  AFB  water  system  has  the  capacity  to 
accommodate  2  MOD. 

4. 1.8. 3. 2  Wastewater 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  wastewater  discharge  to  0.59  MOD  based 
on  the  USEPA  wastewater  planning  factor  in  Section  4. 1.8. 2.2  and  the  change  in  population.  The 
MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  average  daily  discharge  from  4  to  19  percent  and  the  highest 
reported  peak  discharge  from  6  to  21  percent.  This  increase  in  additional  wastewater  discharge  for 
average  or  peak  use  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  be  within  the  capacity  of  the  City  of  Altus 
WWTP. 

As  noted  in  Section  3. 1.8. 2,  portions  of  the  on-base  wastewater  collection  system  have  been 
improved  in  the  last  10  years. 

4. 1.8. 3. 3  Stormwater  System 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  not  require  construction  in  either  of  the  flood- 
prone  areas.  The  facilities  proposed  for  renovation  are  also  not  located  in  these  areas. 

Table  2-6  lists  the  projects  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario;  the  total  potential  disturbed  area 
associated  with  these  projects  would  not  exceed  80  acres  (new  construction  and  additions/ 
alterations).  The  largest  area  of  disturbance  would  be  associated  with  the  new  aircraft  parking, 
taxiway,  and  ramp  space  areas  proposed  for  undeveloped  land  within  the  existing  flightline  area. 

During  the  design  phase,  a  variety  of  stormwater  controls  could  be  incorporated  into  construction 
plans.  These  could  include  planting  vegetation  in  disturbed  areas  as  soon  as  possible  after 
construction;  constructing  retention  facilities;  and  implementing  structural  controls  such  as 
interceptor  dikes,  swales  (excavated  depressions),  silt  fences,  straw  bales,  and  other  storm  drain 
inlet  protection,  as  necessary,  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  inlet  structures.  An  SWPPP 
update  would  be  required  and  the  requirements  of  the  EISA  would  be  followed  to  maintain  or 
restore,  to  the  maximum  extent  practical,  the  predevelopment  hydrology  of  the  property  with 
regard  to  temperature,  rate,  volume,  and  duration  of  flow. 

During  the  short-term  construction  period  for  the  MOB  1  scenario,  the  contractor  would  be 
required  to  comply  with  the  new  SWPPP,  applicable  statutes,  standards,  regulations,  and 
procedures  regarding  stormwater  management  during  construction. 

4. 1.8. 3. 4  Electrical  System 

Using  the  USEIA  planning  factor  in  Section  4. 1.8. 1.4  and  the  change  in  population, 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  the  state  annual  residential  demand  for 
electricity  by  86,383  MWH  per  year.  This  represents  less  than  1  percent  of  the  state-wide  usage 
in  2011.  Assuming  the  change  in  population  resides  on  Altus  AEB  and  the  population  uses 
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electricity  at  the  2011  residential  average  rate  of  0.041  MWH  per  person  per  day, 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  the  average  daily  use  of  electricity  by 
236.65  MWH  per  day.  The  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  average  daily  demand  from 
12  to  35  percent  of  base  system  capacity  and  would  increase  peak  demand  from  15  to  37  percent 
of  base  system  capacity. 

4. 1.8. 3. 5  Natural  Gas  System 

Using  the  USEIA  planning  factor  in  Section  4. 1.8. 1.5  and  the  change  in  population, 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  state  annual  residential  demand  for 
natural  gas  by  393  MMcf  per  year.  This  represents  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  state-wide 
usage  in  2011.  Assuming  the  change  in  population  resides  on  Altus  AFB  and  the  population 
uses  natural  gas  at  the  2011  residential  average  rate  of  0.19  Mcf  per  person  per  day, 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  daily  natural  gas  use  by  1,076  Mcf.  The 
MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  average  daily  natural  gas  demand  from  9  to  43  percent  of  base 
capacity  and  would  increase  peak  demand  from  23  to  57  percent  of  base  capacity. 

4. 1.8. 3. 6  Solid  Waste  Management 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  be  anticipated  to  generate  approximately 
49,028  tons  of  C&D  debris  for  recycling  or  removal  to  landfills.  Application  of  the  60  percent 
DoD  diversion  target  rate  for  C&D  debris  would  result  in  approximately  29,417  tons  being 
reused  or  recycled  and  approximately  19,611  tons  being  placed  in  the  City  of  Altus  Landfill  or 
other  landfills  in  the  region. 

Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  base.  C&D  debris,  including  debris 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  LBP,  or  other  hazardous  components,  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  AFI  32-7042,  “Waste  Management.” 

4. 1.8. 3. 7  Transportation 

Because  the  demolition,  renovation,  and  construction  projects  would  require  more  total  square 
footage  than  the  projects  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario,  the  number  of  construction-related 
truck  trips  and  number  of  construction  workers,  along  with  duration  of  the  time  to  complete  the 
projects,  would  be  greater. 

Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  would  result  in  an  approximate 
increase  of  54  percent  in  daily  commuting  traffic  to  and  from  the  base.  In  addition  to  the  increase 
in  personnel,  there  would  also  be  an  increase  in  dependent  and  commercial  traffic.  This  assumes 
that  all  personnel  and  dependents  live  off  base,  work  standard  workdays,  and  drive  individually 
to  the  base.  This  increase  in  base  mission  personnel  is  likely  to  increase  congestion  and  queuing 
at  the  Main  Gate  during  morning  and  evening  rush  hours. 

On-base  road  network  congestion  would  also  increase,  affecting  traffic  circulation;  however,  no 
significant  impacts  are  expected.  To  minimize  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts,  the  base  could 
adjust  the  schedule  of  operations  to  accommodate  this  increase,  upgrade  the  Main  Gate 
(e.g.,  provide  additional  lanes),  and/or  provide  additional  personnel  at  the  gate  to  process 
security  checks  during  the  peak  hours.  It  is  expected  that  the  affected  regional  access  roads  have 
additional  capacity  to  absorb  additional  traffic  without  a  major  impact  on  the  level  of  service  or 
flow  of  traffic. 
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4.1.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4. 1.9.1  FTU  Scenario  Hazardous  Materials 

The  USAF  has  developed  a  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (HMMP)  for  the  KC-46A 
program.  This  plan  details  the  strategy  for  integrating  hazardous  materials  management  into  the 
KC-46A  system.  The  USAF  will  actively  pursue  efforts  to  minimize  or  eliminate  the  use  of 
various  materials,  including  hexavalent  chromium,  cadmium,  and  halon.  The  KC-46A  will  be  the 
first  aircraft  in  the  Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC)  inventory  to  be  completely  free  of  ozone 
depleting  substances  (ODS),  including  from  handheld  fire  extinguishers.  The  corrosion 
protection  program  for  the  KC-135  uses  hexavalent  chromium  on  both  the  interior  and  exterior. 
After  the  first  11  aircraft,  the  KC-46A  corrosion  control  program  will  only  use  hexavalent 
chromium  on  the  interior  of  the  aircraft.  Specific  cadmium  plating  alternatives  are  currently 
being  implemented  for  use  on  KC-46A  aircraft.  These  include  zinc-nickel  plating  in  lieu  of 
cadmium  for  plating  on  bearings  and  bushings  when  required.  Standard  materials  such  as 
cleaning  solvents,  sealants,  adhesives,  and  paints  may  be  required  for  routine  maintenance  and 
repairs.  The  preference  will  be  to  use  the  least  hazardous  material  when  alternates  are  available. 

Existing  procedures  for  the  centralized  management  of  the  procurement,  handling,  storage,  and 
issuance  of  hazardous  materials  through  Hazardous  Materials  Pharmacy  (HAZMART)  are 
adequate  to  handle  the  changes  anticipated  with  the  addition  of  eight  KC-46A  aircraft  for  the 
FTU  scenario,  but  would  be  expanded  to  meet  the  increased  use. 

4. 1 .9. 1 . 1  Aboveground  and  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

The  addition  of  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  would  increase  the  maximum  daily  consumption 
of  JP-8.  The  increase  in  fuel  consumption  would  be  supported  by  the  current  infrastructure  at  the 
base.  Some  of  the  new  and  remodeled  facilities  would  require  the  addition  of  new  aboveground 
storage  tanks  (ASTs),  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs),  and  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous 
waste  containers.  The  new  and  remodeled  facilities  would  be  constructed  with  berms  and  drains 
leading  to  oil-water  separators  (OWSs),  if  required,  to  contain  releases  of  petroleum  products. 
The  Altus  AFB  Integrated  Contingency  Plan  (Altus  AFB  2012c)  would  subsequently  need  to  be 
amended  to  capture  any  changes  in  facility  design,  construction  operation,  or  maintenance  that 
materially  affect  the  potential  for  a  discharge. 

4. 1.9. 1.2  Toxic  Substances 

Demolition,  renovation,  and  addition/alteration  projects  are  planned  as  part  of  the  Altus  AFB  FTU 
scenario.  All  but  one  of  the  buildings  (Building  518)  that  would  be  affected  by  these  projects  has 
had  ACMs  positively  identified  inside.  Volume  II,  Appendix  E,  Table  E-1,  contains  a  list  of 
buildings  proposed  for  modification  under  the  ETU  scenario  and  their  potential  to  contain  ACMs. 

Prior  to  initiating  the  projects,  all  ACMs  would  be  identified  through  sampling  and  analysis  of 
building  materials  for  asbestos.  Exposed  friable  asbestos  would  be  removed  in  accordance  with 
applicable  Eederal,  state,  local,  and  USAE  rules  and  regulations.  Before  initiating  the  ACM 
removal  work,  agency  notifications  would  be  completed.  No  work  on  an  ACM  project  would  be 
conducted  unless  it  is  performed  by  persons  with  current  certificates  of  training  in  accordance  with 
standards  established  by  OSHA  and  the  USEPA.  All  ACM  wastes  would  be  disposed  of  at  a  waste 
disposal  site  authorized  to  accept  such  waste.  Additionally,  the  handling  and  disposal  of  ACM 
wastes  would  be  performed  in  accordance  with  the  Altus  APB  Asbestos  Management  and 
Operations  Plan  (Altus  APB  2010c)  and  in  compliance  with  Eederal,  state,  and  local  regulations. 
Transport  and  disposal  documentation  records,  including  signed  manifests,  would  also  be  required. 
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LBP  survey  data  were  not  obtained  for  any  of  the  buildings  that  would  be  demolished,  renovated,  or 
altered  (or  are  included  as  options)  as  part  of  the  proposed  action.  Based  on  their  years  of 
construction,  a  few  buildings  that  are  proposed  or  are  options  for  renovation,  alteration,  or  demolition 
have  the  potential  for  containing  LBP.  Volume  II,  Appendix  E,  Table  E-1,  contains  a  list  of  buildings 
proposed  for  modification  under  the  ETU  scenario  and  their  potential  to  contain  EBP.  According  to 
standard  operating  procedures,  EBP  surveys  are  conducted  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition 
activities.  Demolition  of  structures  known  to  contain  EBP  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations.  Proper  disposal  of  any  resulting  lead-containing  wastes  would  also  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  Eederal  regulations,  including  the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  and 
the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act.  Eurther,  these  wastes  would  be  accompanied  by  a  waste 
manifest  and  disposed  of  at  an  approved  off-base  disposal  facility. 

Although  minor  increases  in  the  management  requirements  for  ACM  and  EBP  removal  are 
anticipated,  no  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A 
ETU  scenario  at  Altus  AEB,  and  long-term  benefits  from  removal  of  toxic  substances  are 
anticipated. 

4. 1.9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

Altus  AEB  would  continue  to  generate  hazardous  wastes  during  various  operations  and 
maintenance  activities.  Hazardous  waste  disposal  procedures,  including  off-base  disposal 
procedures,  are  adequate  to  handle  changes  in  quantity  and  would  remain  the  same.  Hazardous 
waste  anticipated  to  be  generated  by  the  KC-46A  ETU  scenario  would  be  consistent  with  waste 
generated  by  the  KC-135.  Waste-associated  maintenance  materials  include  adhesives,  sealants, 
conversion  coatings,  corrosion  preventative  compounds,  hydraulic  fluids,  lubricants,  oils,  paints, 
polishes,  thinners,  cleaners,  strippers,  tapes,  and  wipes.  Operations  involving  hexavalent 
chromium,  cadmium,  and  halon  (i.e.,  an  ODS)  have  been  eliminated  or  minimized  to  the  extent 
possible  (Boeing  2013).  Hazardous  materials  such  as  trichloroethane  (TCE)  have  available 
alternates  and  will  not  be  required  for  the  KC-46A.  No  new  hazardous  materials  would  be  added 
that  exceed  Altus  AFB’s  current  hazardous  waste  processes. 

4. 1.9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

Modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  for  the  ETU  scenario  at  Altus  AEB  under  the 
proposed  action  would  occur  in  proximity  to  existing  Environmental  Restoration  Program  (ERP) 
sites.  The  USAE  would  coordinate  with  the  restoration  office  before  any  modifications  are 
initiated.  Although  formal  construction  waivers  are  not  required,  the  USAE  does  require  reviews 
of  excavation  and/or  construction  siting  and  compatibility  with  environmental  cleanup  sites  be 
conducted  and  documented  in  accordance  with  current  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process 
(EIAP)  practices  as  specified  in  API  32-7061,  API  32-7020,  and  API  32-1021. 

The  USAE  would  ensure  that  modifications  are  coordinated  with  ongoing  remediation  or 
investigation  activities  at  any  ERP  site.  However,  if  existing  plans  and  standard  construction 
practices  are  followed,  there  would  be  no  anticipated  impacts  on  these  ERP  sites.  During  C&D 
activities,  there  is  the  potential  to  encounter  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater  in  areas  associated 
with  ERP  sites.  There  is  also  the  possibility  that  undocumented  contaminated  soils  from  historical 
fuel  spills  may  be  present.  If  encountered,  storage/transport/disposal  of  contaminated 
groundwater/soils  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  Eederal,  state,  and  local 
regulations;  APIs;  and  base  policies.  If  soil  or  groundwater  contaminants  are  encountered  during 
C&D  activities,  health  and  safety  precautions,  including  worker  awareness  training,  may  be 
required. 
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The  FTU  scenario  would  require  the  addition  of  a  tail  enclosure  and  tool  crib  expansion  to 
Building  285  and  the  addition  of  a  tail  enclosure  and  fuel  cell  expansion  to  Building  518.  Both 
Building  285  and  Building  518  are  located  over  Ground  Water  Monitoring  Unit  (GWMU)  1, 
which  has  TCE  groundwater  contamination  and  is  currently  undergoing  remediation  efforts 
(Bitney  2013).  Past  construction  has  occurred  at  the  base  in  areas  within  GWMU  1.  The  depth  to 
groundwater  across  the  base  is  approximately  8  to  10  feet  below  the  ground  (Bitney  2013). 
Based  on  the  relatively  shallow  water  table,  it  is  possible  that  groundwater  may  be  encountered 
during  construction.  Past  experience  indicates  that  it  is  unlikely  the  GWMU  1  groundwater  has 
concentrations  that  would  cause  it  to  be  classified  as  a  hazardous  waste.  Institutional  controls  at 
Altus  AFB  that  apply  to  construction  include  considering  the  potential  of  vapor  intrusion  if 
building  or  digging  in  areas  of  high  groundwater  VOCs  and  prohibition  of  groundwater  use. 

The  FTU  scenario  would  require  the  addition  of  a  Squadron  Operations/Aircraft  Maintenance 
Unit  to  Building  193  and  the  construction  of  a  hydrant  pit  about  500  feet  east  of  Building  193. 
Both  the  building  and  hydrant  pit  are  located  above  GWMU  2,  which  has  TCE  groundwater 
contamination  and  is  currently  undergoing  remediation  efforts  (Bitney  2013).  The  same 
institutional  controls  that  apply  to  GWMU  1  also  apply  to  GWMU  2. 

The  ETU  scenario  would  require  the  addition  of  a  Elight  Training  Center  within  the  footprint  of 
current  Building  171.  There  are  two  existing  groundwater  monitoring  wells  (WE343  and 
WE415)  near  the  proposed  construction  area  that  may  need  to  be  abandoned  and  replaced. 

4. 1.9.4  MOB  1  Scenario  Hazardous  Materials 

Existing  procedures  for  the  centralized  management  of  the  procurement,  handling,  storage,  and 
issuance  of  hazardous  materials  through  HAZMART  are  adequate  to  handle  the  changes  anticipated 
with  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  but  would  be  expanded  to  meet  the  increased  use. 

4. 1 .9.4. 1  Aboveground  and  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

The  addition  of  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Altus  AEB  would  increase  the  maximum  daily  consumption 
of  JP-8.  The  increase  in  fuel  consumption  would  be  supported  by  the  current  base  infrastructure 
and  proposed  construction  of  fuel  tanks,  pumps,  and  a  hydrant  system.  Some  of  the  new  and 
remodeled  facilities  would  require  the  addition  of  new  ASTs,  USTs,  and  hazardous  materials  and 
hazardous  waste  containers.  The  new  and  remodeled  facilities  would  be  constructed  with  berms 
and  drains  leading  to  OWSs,  if  required,  to  contain  releases  of  petroleum  products.  The 
Altus  AEB  Integrated  Contingency  Plan  (Altus  AEB  2012c)  would  subsequently  need  to  be 
amended  to  capture  any  changes  in  facility  design,  construction  operation,  or  maintenance  that 
materially  affect  the  potential  for  a  discharge. 

4. 1.9.4. 2  Toxic  Substances 

The  primary  difference  between  the  KC-46A  ETU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  at  Altus  AEB  would  be 
the  additional  buildings  that  are  proposed  to  be  affected  under  the  MOB  1  scenario.  The  same 
plans,  provisions,  and  requirements  for  ACM  and  EBP  described  for  the  ETU  scenario  would 
apply  to  the  MOB  1  scenario.  Volume  II,  Appendix  E,  Table  E-2,  contains  a  list  of  buildings  that 
would  be  affected  by  the  projects,  their  years  of  construction,  and  their  potential  for  ACMs  and 
EBP  to  be  present. 

Although  minor  increases  in  the  management  requirements  for  ACM  and  EBP  removal  are 
anticipated,  no  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Altus  APB,  and  long-term  benefits  from  removal  of  toxic  substances  are  anticipated. 


Final 


4-31 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


4.1. 9.5  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

Altus  AFB  would  continue  to  generate  hazardous  wastes  during  various  operations  and 
maintenance  activities.  Hazardous  waste  disposal  procedures,  including  off-base  disposal 
procedures,  are  adequate  to  handle  changes  in  quantity  and  would  remain  the  same.  The  wastes 
proposed  to  be  generated  by  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  are  consistent  with  waste  generated  by 
the  KC-135  mission.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  will  be 
comparable  or  less  than  the  KC-135  mission  (Boeing  2013).  Waste-associated  maintenance 
materials  include  adhesives,  sealants,  conversion  coatings,  corrosion  preventative  compounds, 
hydraulic  fluids,  lubricants,  oils,  paints,  polishes,  thinners,  cleaners,  strippers,  tapes,  and  wipes. 
Operations  involving  hexavalent  chromium,  cadmium,  and  halon  have  been  eliminated  or 
minimized  to  the  extent  possible  (Boeing  2013).  Hazardous  materials  such  as  TCE  have 
available  alternates  and  will  not  be  required  for  the  KC-46A.  No  new  hazardous  materials  would 
be  added  that  exceed  Altus  AFB’s  current  hazardous  waste  processes. 

4. 1.9. 6  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

Modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  would 
occur  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP  sites.  The  USAE  would  coordinate  with  the  restoration  office 
before  any  modifications  are  initiated.  Although  formal  construction  waivers  are  not  required,  the 
USAE  does  require  reviews  of  excavation  and/or  construction  siting  and  compatibility  with 
environmental  cleanup  sites  be  conducted  and  documented  in  accordance  with  current  EIAP 
processes,  as  specified  in  API  32-7061. 

The  USAE  would  ensure  that  modifications  are  coordinated  with  ongoing  remediation  or 
investigation  activities  at  any  ERP  site.  However,  if  existing  plans  and  standard  practices  are 
followed,  there  would  be  no  anticipated  impacts  on  these  ERP  sites.  During  C&D  activities,  there  is 
the  potential  to  encounter  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater  in  areas  associated  with  ERP  sites. 
There  is  also  the  possibility  that  undocumented  contaminated  soils  from  historical  fuel  spills  may  be 
present.  If  encountered,  storage/transport/disposal  of  contaminated  groundwater/soils  would  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  Pederal,  state,  and  local  regulations;  APIs;  and  base 
policies.  If  soil  or  groundwater  contaminants  are  encountered  during  C&D  activities,  health  and 
safety  precautions,  including  worker  awareness  training,  may  be  required. 

Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  require  the  addition  of  an  interior  vault 
to  Building  369.  This  building  overlies  GWMU  1,  which  has  TCE  groundwater  contamination 
and  is  currently  undergoing  remediation  efforts  (Bitney  2013).  Past  construction  has  occurred  at 
the  base  in  areas  within  GWMU  1.  The  depth  to  groundwater  across  the  base  is  approximately 
8  to  10  feet  below  ground  surface  (bgs)  (Bitney  2013).  Based  on  the  relatively  shallow  water 
table,  it  is  possible  that  groundwater  could  be  encountered  during  construction.  Past  experience 
indicates  that  it  is  unlikely  the  GWMU  1  groundwater  has  concentrations  that  would  cause  it  to 
be  classified  as  a  hazardous  waste.  Institutional  controls  at  Altus  APB  that  apply  to  construction 
include  considering  the  potential  of  vapor  intrusion  if  building  or  digging  in  areas  of  high 
groundwater  VOCs  and  prohibition  of  groundwater  use. 

The  proposed  action  would  require  the  construction  of  approximately  50  acres  of  ramp  space  and 
aerospace  ground  equipment  apron.  The  southern  part  of  the  ramp  and  apron  is  located  over  Solid 
Waste  Management  Unit  No.  2.  The  site  is  known  as  the  Eire  Protection  Training  Area  (FT005) 
and  is  located  along  an  intermittent  drainage  ditch  near  the  16th  green  of  the  base  golf  course 
(Altus  APB  2013).  PT005  was  active  from  1956  to  1960.  Waste  fuels,  including  oil,  solvents,  and 
thinners,  were  used  to  ignite  the  fires.  As  a  result  of  these  activities,  the  underlying  groundwater  is 
contaminated  with  VOCs  at  concentrations  slightly  above  USEPA  maximum  contaminant  levels. 
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Long-term  groundwater  monitoring  continues  to  occur  at  the  site,  but  no  active  remediation  is 
planned.  While  no  further  corrective  actions  were  planned  for  FT005,  the  site  was  included  in  the 
2012  Performance  Based  Remediation  contract.  Soil  with  dioxin  concentrations  above  50  parts  per 
trillion  will  be  removed  or  treated  to  meet  residential  land  use  standards. 

FT005  is  located  in  the  extreme  northern  part  of  GWMU  2,  which  has  TCE  groundwater 
contamination  and  is  currently  undergoing  remediation  efforts  (Bitney  2013).  The  approximate 
southern  one-third  of  the  ramp  and  apron  would  overlie  GWMU  2.  Groundwater  at  Site  FT005  is 
located  about  6  to  10  feet  bgs.  The  same  institutional  controls  that  apply  to  GWMU  1  also  apply 
to  GWMU  2.  There  are  about  14  existing  groundwater  monitoring  wells  (WL006,  WL009, 
WL102,  WL103,  WL106-WL108,  WL229,  WL517,  WL518,  WL697,  and  WL765-WL767) 
located  within  or  near  the  proposed  ramp  and  apron  construction  area  that  may  need  to  be 
abandoned  and  replaced. 

The  MOB  1  scenario  would  require  C&D  activities  within  the  footprint  of  the  fuel  tanks,  pumps, 
and  hydrant  system,  which  includes  two  ASTs  (Structures  554  and  557),  two  fuel  stands 
(Structures  564  and  565),  and  two  buildings  (Buildings  551  and  563).  Three  groundwater 
monitoring  wells  (WL346-WL348)  within  the  proposed  construction  area  may  need  to  be 
abandoned  and  replaced. 

As  part  of  the  new  ramp  and  apron  construction,  existing  concrete  will  be  demolished  and 
replaced.  A  substantial  volume  of  construction  debris  and  demolition  waste  could  impact  local 
and  regional  waste  facilities/landfills.  Further  investigation  and  consideration  of  waste  diversion 
strategies  are  needed  to  determine  the  degree  of  impact  on  solid  waste  facilities. 

4.1.10  Socioeconomics 

4.1.10.1  FTU  Scenario  Socioeconomics  Consequences 

4.1.10.1.1  Population 

The  current  personnel  at  Altus  AFB  and  the  change  projected  to  be  necessary  to  support  the 
KC-46A  FTU  scenario  are  provided  in  Table  2-4.  Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  at 
Altus  AFB  would  potentially  add  up  to  578  people  to  Jackson  County,  resulting  in  a  2.2  percent 
increase  in  the  county  population.  This  potential  increase  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the 
252  DoD  civilians,  20  part-time  Reservists,  and  23  contractors  would  be  from  Jackson  County 
and  areas  surrounding  the  base. 

4.1.10.1.2  Economic  Activity  (Employment  and  Earnings) 

As  shown  in  Table  2-4,  implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario  at  Altus  AEB  would  increase  the 
work  force  assigned  to  Altus  AEB  by  619  personnel.  The  personnel  would  comprise  144  full¬ 
time  military,  200  students,  252  DoD  civilians,  20  part-time  Reservists,  and  23  contractors.  The 
addition  of  619  people  to  Altus  AEB  would  increase  on-base  jobs  from  3,891  to  4,510,  or  an 
approximate  15.9  percent  increase.  The  Impact  Analysis  for  Planning  (IMPEAN)  model 
calculates  that  approximately  375  indirect  and  induced  jobs  in  the  ROI  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario,  with  most  of  the  jobs  being  created  in  industries  such  as 
food  services,  retail  stores,  and  individual  and  family  services.  With  a  2012  unemployment  rate 
of  4.7  percent,  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor  force  would  be  sufficient  to  fill  these  new  jobs 
without  a  migration  of  workers  into  the  area. 
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Construction  activities,  in  general,  provide  economic  benefits  to  the  surrounding  areas  through  the 
employment  of  construction  workers,  as  well  as  the  purchase  of  materials  and  equipment.  These 
construction  activities  would  be  temporary  and  would  only  provide  a  limited  economic  benefit.  For 
every  $100  million  spent  on  construction  of  other  new  nonresidential  structures  in  the  ROI,  an 
estimated  1,403  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  jobs  would  be  created  (MIG  2012).  The  USAF 
estimates  that  approximately  $52  million  in  construction  and  $11  million  in  operating  and 
maintenance  (O&M)  expenditures  would  be  required  to  implement  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB. 
The  total  amount  of  constmction  and  O&M  expenditures  could  generate  approximately  909  jobs 
primarily  within  the  constmction  industry  or  related  industries,  including  food  services  and  retail 
stores  (MIG  2012).  Since  the  constmction  activities  are  scheduled  over  several  years  and  it  would  be 
possible  for  a  single  worker  to  work  on  multiple  projects,  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor  force  in 
the  ROI  and  in  the  surrounding  areas  would  be  sufficient  to  fill  these  new  jobs.  The  indirect  and 
induced  income  associated  with  constmction  expenditures  is  estimated  to  be  approximately 
$4  million.  These  jobs,  and  the  related  income,  would  be  temporary  during  the  constmction  activity. 

4.1.10.1.3  Housing 

Under  the  assumption  that  only  DoD  civilians,  part-time  Reservists,  and  contractors  would  be 
from  the  local  population  (as  stated  in  Section  4.1.10.1.1)  and  that  all  incoming  full-time  military 
personnel  would  require  off-base  housing,  there  would  be  a  potential  need  for  144  housing  units. 
Under  these  assumptions  and  based  on  the  number  of  vacant  homes  described  in 
Section  3.1.10.1.3,  the  housing  market  in  the  ROI  would  be  anticipated  to  support  this  need. 

All  200  projected  pilot  and  boom  operator/loadmaster  students,  while  assigned  to  the  FTU, 
would  be  assumed  to  be  in  transient  status.  It  would  also  be  assumed  that  180  of  these 
200  students  would  be  lodged  in  either  on-  or  off-base  facilities  as  available.  Only  20  of  these 
200  students  would  be  assumed  to  be  non-prior  service  Airmen,  and  would  thus  be  required  to 
live  in  an  on-base  dormitory.  Therefore,  under  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB,  there  would  be  a 
potential  need  for  180  lodging  units  either  on  or  off  base  and  20  dormitory  units  on  base  to 
support  the  average  daily  student  load  of  200.  Based  on  the  current  and  projected  capacities  of 
both  on-  and  off-base  lodging  and  on-base  dormitories,  there  would  be  adequate  facilities 
available  to  support  the  200  students. 

4.1.10.1.4  Education 

As  shown  in  Table  2-4,  the  overall  change  in  the  number  of  military  dependents  and  family 
members  accompanying  additional  full-time  USAF  personnel  under  the  FTU  scenario  would  be 
approximately  234  persons.  The  total  number  of  dependents,  including  spouse  and  children,  was 
estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel  only.  The  total  number  of 
children  was  estimated  at  1.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel,  since  it  was 
assumed  each  military  member  would  be  accompanied  by  a  spouse.  Thus,  it  is  estimated  that 
140  military  dependents  would  be  of  school  age.  Therefore,  approximately  140  students  would 
be  anticipated  to  enter  any  of  the  six  school  districts  in  Jackson  County.  Based  on  the  number  of 
school  districts  and  schools  in  the  county,  as  well  as  current  class  sizes,  the  schools  in  Jackson 
County  would  have  the  capacity  to  support  the  incoming  students.  The  students  entering  the  local 
schools  would  be  of  varying  ages  and  would  be  expected  to  live  in  different  parts  of  Jackson 
County,  with  the  majority  in  the  City  of  Altus,  where  there  appears  to  be  adequate  housing  and 
education  facilities.  However,  space  available  for  new  enrollment  depends  on  the  timing  of  the 
relocation  and  which  schools  the  students  would  attend.  A  large  influx  of  students  over  a  short 
period  could  result  in  capacity  constraints  and  could  require  additional  personnel. 
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4. 1 . 10. 1 .5  Public  Services 

Jackson  County  represents  a  large  community  with  police,  fire,  and  other  services. 
Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  would  add  up  to  approximately  578  USAF-related 
personnel  and  dependents,  which  represents  a  2.2  percent  increase  in  the  existing  county 
population.  Demand  for  public  services  in  Jackson  County  has  increased  for  several  years,  and 
this  demand  would  continue  to  increase  with  the  projected  change  in  the  population. 

4.1.10.1.6  Base  Services 

Base  services  such  as  medical  facilities,  child  development  centers  (CDCs),  dining,  fitness,  and 
Visiting  Quarters  have  adequate  infrastructure  and  staffing  to  support  active-duty,  students,  and 
dependents  projected  under  the  FTU  scenario. 

4.1.10.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Socioeconomics  Consequences 

4.1.10.2.1  Population 

The  current  personnel  at  Altus  AFB  and  the  projected  change  anticipated  to  support  the  KC-46A 
MOB  1  scenario  are  provided  in  Table  2-7.  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would 
potentially  add  up  to  4,917  people  to  Jackson  County,  resulting  in  an  approximate  18.6  percent 
increase  in  the  county  population.  This  potential  increase  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the 
29  DoD  civilians,  930  part-time  Reservists,  and  20  contractors  would  be  from  Jackson  County 
and  areas  surrounding  the  base. 

4. 1 . 10.2.2  Economic  Activity  (Employment  and  Earnings) 

As  shown  in  Table  2-7,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AEB  would  increase  the 
work  force  assigned  to  Altus  AEB  by  1,922  total  personnel.  The  personnel  would  comprise 
1,873  full-time  military,  29  DoD  civilians,  and  20  contractors.  The  addition  of  1,922  personnel  at 
Altus  AEB  would  increase  on-base  jobs  from  3,891  to  5,813,  an  approximate  49  percent  increase. 
The  IMPEAN  model  calculates  that  approximately  662  indirect  and  induced  jobs  in  the  ROI  would 
result  from  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario,  with  most  of  the  jobs  being  created  in  industries 
such  as  food  services,  retail  stores,  individual  and  family  services,  and  offices  of  physicians  and  other 
health  practitioners.  With  a  2012  unemployment  rate  of  4.7  percent  (the  most  recent  annual  average 
for  labor  force  data  by  county),  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor  force  would  be  sufficient  to  fill  these 
new  jobs  without  a  migration  of  workers  into  the  area. 

Construction  activities,  in  general,  provide  economic  benefits  to  the  surrounding  areas  through  the 
employment  of  construction  workers,  as  well  as  the  purchase  of  materials  and  equipment.  These 
construction  activities  would  be  temporary  and  would  only  provide  a  limited  amount  of  economic 
benefit.  Eor  every  $100  million  spent  on  constmction  of  other  new  nonresidential  structures  in  the 
ROI,  an  estimated  1,403  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  jobs  would  be  created.  The  USAE  estimates 
that  approximately  $400  million  in  construction  expenditures  would  be  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AEB.  This  amount  could  generate  approximately 
5,628  jobs  primarily  within  the  constmction  industry  or  related  industries,  including  food  services, 
retail  stores,  and  architectural  and  engineering  services  (MIG  2012).  Since  the  constmction  activities 
are  scheduled  over  several  years  and  it  would  be  possible  for  a  single  worker  to  work  on  multiple 
projects,  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor  force  in  the  ROI  and  in  the  surrounding  areas  would  be 
sufficient  to  fill  these  new  jobs  without  a  migration  of  workers  into  the  area.  The  indirect  and  induced 
income  associated  with  constmction  expenditures  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  $24  million. 
These  jobs,  and  the  related  income,  would  be  temporary  during  the  constmction  activity. 
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4.1.10.2.3  Housing 

Under  the  assumption  that  only  DoD  civilians,  part-time  Reservists,  and  contractors  would  be 
from  the  local  population  (as  stated  in  Section  4.1.10.2.1)  and  that  all  incoming  full-time  military 
personnel  would  require  off-base  housing,  there  would  be  a  potential  need  for  1,873  off-base 
housing  units.  Prior  to  implementing  the  MOB  1  scenario,  the  USAF  would  complete  a  Housing 
Requirements  and  Market  Analysis  (HRMA)  to  determine  the  number  of  suitable  and  available 
housing  units  within  the  HRMA-defined  market  area.  The  housing  market  in  the  ROI  and 
surrounding  communities  and  counties  would  be  able  to  support  this  need. 

4.1.10.2.4  Education 

As  shown  in  Table  2-7,  the  overall  change  in  the  number  of  military  dependents  and  family 
members  accompanying  additional  USAF  personnel  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  would 
be  approximately  3,044  persons.  The  total  number  of  dependents,  including  spouse  and  children, 
was  estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel  only.  The  total  number  of 
children  was  estimated  at  1.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel,  since  it  was 
assumed  each  military  member  would  be  accompanied  by  a  spouse.  Thus,  it  is  estimated  that 
1,826  military  dependents  would  be  anticipated  to  be  of  school  age.  Therefore,  approximately 
1,826  students  would  be  anticipated  to  enter  any  of  the  six  school  districts  in  Jackson  County. 
Based  on  the  number  of  school  districts  and  schools  in  the  county,  as  well  as  class  size  for  the 
state,  the  schools  in  the  county  would  have  the  capacity  to  support  the  incoming  population.  The 
students  entering  the  local  schools  would  be  of  varying  ages  and  would  be  expected  to  live  in 
different  parts  of  Jackson  County.  Space  available  for  new  enrollments  depends  on  the  timing  of 
the  relocation  and  which  schools  the  students  would  attend.  A  large  influx  of  students  over  a 
short  period  would  result  in  capacity  constraints  and  would  require  additional  personnel. 

4.1.10.2.5  Public  Services 

Jackson  County  represents  a  large  community  with  police,  fire,  and  other  services. 
Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  add  approximately  4,917  USAF-related  personnel 
and  dependents,  which  represents  an  18.6  percent  increase  of  the  existing  county  population. 
Although  this  would  increase  the  demand  for  public  services,  because  of  the  need  for  additional 
housing,  some  of  the  incoming  personnel  might  reside  in  surrounding  counties  where  additional 
public  services  are  available.  For  example,  Fawton,  Oklahoma,  in  adjacent  Comanche  County, 
could  be  one  location  where  incoming  USAF-related  personnel  could  relocate.  Demand  for 
public  services  in  Jackson  County  has  increased  for  several  years,  and  this  demand  would 
continue  to  increase  with  the  projected  change  in  the  population. 

4.  F  10.2.6  Base  Services 

Several  base  services  would  require  additional  manpower  and  facilities  to  accommodate  the 
incoming  personnel  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario.  The  base  CDC  is  currently  operating  at 
46  percent  capacity  and  therefore  has  excess  capacity.  Based  on  the  current  enrollment  at  the 
CDC  and  expected  increases  for  the  MOB  1,  there  would  be  an  estimated  six  new  manpower 
requirements.  No  increase  in  dining  facility  requirements  is  needed  to  accommodate  the 
incoming  personnel;  however,  an  increase  of  10  food  service  personnel  would  be  necessary  to 
meet  additional  dining  facility  demand. 

Based  on  the  potential  base  population  increase,  an  addition  to  the  base  fitness  center  would  be 
required.  As  detailed  in  Table  2-6,  the  14,400-square-foot  addition  to  the  fitness  center  would 
support  the  incoming  personnel.  In  addition,  construction  of  a  75-room  Visiting  Quarters  would 
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support  the  new  maintenance  training  qualification  mission.  The  addition  to  the  fitness  center  and 
the  new  Visiting  Quarters  might  require  additional  manpower.  The  additional  manpower  and 
facility  requirements  that  have  been  identified  would  be  able  to  support  the  incoming  personnel. 

4.1.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.1.11.1  FTU  Scenario  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children  Consequences 

Analysis  of  the  FTU  scenario  noise  contours  relative  to  the  baseline  contours  at  Altus  AFB 
indicates  that  off-base  populations  of  minorities,  low-income  persons,  and  children  would  not  be 
exposed  to  noise  levels  above  what  is  occurring  under  the  baseline  conditions  (see  Table  4-9). 
Therefore,  implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  is  not  anticipated  to  result  in 
disproportionate  impacts  on  these  off-base  populations. 

4.1.11.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 
Consequences 

Analysis  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  noise  contours  relative  to  the  baseline  contours  at  Altus  AFB 
indicates  that  off-base  populations  of  minorities,  low-income  persons,  and  children  would  not  be 
exposed  to  noise  levels  above  what  is  occurring  under  the  baseline  conditions  (see  Table  4-9). 
Therefore,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  is  not  anticipated  to  result  in 
disproportionate  impacts  on  these  off-base  populations. 


Table  4-9,  Percentage  of  Off-Base  Populations  Potentially  Exposed  to  Noise  Levels  of 

65  dB  DNL  or  Greater  for  Altus  AFB 


Percentage  Minority 

Percentage  Low-Income 

Percentage  Children 
(Under  18) 

Scenario 

65-69 

70-74 

75-79 

65-69 

70-74 

75-79 

65-69 

70-74 

75-79 

dB 

dB 

dB 

dB 

dB 

dB 

dB 

dB 

dB 

DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

FTU 

15% 

14% 

15% 

10% 

10% 

10% 

30% 

31% 

36% 

MOB  1 

15% 

14% 

15% 

10% 

10% 

10% 

31% 

32% 

37% 

Baseline 

(Existing  Conditions) 

15% 

14% 

15% 

10% 

10% 

10% 

31% 

32% 

37% 

Region  of  Comparison 

34% 

19% 

26% 
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4.2  FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  (MOB  I) 

This  section  of  Chapter  4  presents  the  operational  and  environmental  factors  specific  to 
Fairchild  AFB.  Section  2.4.2  describes  the  facilities  and  infrastructure,  personnel,  and  flight 
operations  requirements  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  and  the  specific  actions  at 
Fairchild  AFB  that  would  be  required  to  implement  this  scenario.  As  described  in  Section  4.5, 
the  No  Action  Alternative  would  mean  that  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  not  be 
implemented  at  Fairchild  AFB  at  this  time.  In  addition  to  no  facility  or  personnel  changes,  there 
would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft  at  Fairchild  AFB  and  aircraft  operations  would  continue  as 
described  for  baseline  conditions.  The  92nd  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ARW)  would  continue  to  fly 
aerial  refueling  missions  with  a  PAA  of  30  KC-135  aircraft.  In  addition,  the  Survival,  Evasion, 
Resistance,  and  Escape  (SERE),  Joint  Personnel  Recovery  Agency  (JPRA),  and  KC-135 
Weapons  Instructor  Course  (WIC)  missions  would  continue. 

4.2.1  Noise 

4. 2. 1.1  Base  Vicinity 

The  noise  levels  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  are  slightly  less  than  the  KC-135  aircraft  that  currently 
operate  at  Eairchild  APB.  Aircraft  flying  at  higher  altitudes  may  not  have  flaps  and  gear 
deployed  as  they  would  when  in  landing  or  takeoff  configurations,  resulting  in  slightly  lower 
noise  levels  than  shown  in  Table  4-10.  The  difference  between  a  KC-135  and  a  KC-46A  during 
approach  would  be  noticeable,  but  takeoff  noise  levels  for  the  two  aircraft  would  be  more 
difficult  to  distinguish  (see  Table  4-10).  The  sound  generated  by  helicopters  has  very  different 
characteristics  from  fixed-wing  aircraft.  The  SEE  generated  by  a  KC-46A  would  generally  be 
less  than  that  generated  by  an  H-1  helicopter  but  slightly  more  than  that  generated  by  an  H-60 
helicopter.  Helicopters  rarely  fly  above  2,000  feet  AGE.  However,  noise  levels  at  higher 
altitudes  are  given  for  comparison  with  other  aircraft  types. 


Table  4-10.  Aircraft  Noise  Level  Comparison  at  Fairchild  AFB 


Aircraft 

Power 

Setting 

Sound  Exposure  Level  at  Overflight  Distance  (in  decibels) 

250  feet 

500  feet 

1,000  feet 

2,000  feet 

5,000  feet 

10,000  feet 

Landing 

KC-46A 

60%  N1 

96 

91 

85 

79 

70 

61 

KC-135 

65%  NF 

100 

95 

90 

84 

75 

67 

H-1  (helicopter) 

80  kts 

104 

100 

96 

91 

83 

75 

H-60  (helicopter) 

80  kts 

90 

86 

83 

79 

72 

66 

Takeoff 

KC-46A 

92%  N1 

107 

102 

96 

88 

78 

69 

KC-135 

90%  NF 

105 

100 

95 

90 

81 

73 

H-1  (helicopter) 

80  kts 

104 

100 

96 

91 

83 

75 

H-60  (helicopter) 

80  kts 

90 

86 

83 

79 

72 

66 

Key:  Power  Units:  N1  -  engine  speed  at  Location  No.  1;  NF  -  engine  fan  revolutions  per  minute;  kts  -  knots  airspeed 
Source:  NOISEMAP  7.2  Maximum  Omega  10  Results  for  KC-135  and  RNM  for  H-1  and  H-60. 


Aircrews  operating  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  use  similar  flight  procedures  to  those  used  by  the 
KC-135  aircrews  currently  based  at  Fairchild  AFB.  Approximately  25  percent  of  takeoffs  and 
40  percent  of  landings  would  be  tactical.  Tactical  operations  are  designed  to  reduce  the  risk  of 
ground-based  threats  to  the  aircraft  in  forward  operating  locations.  KC-46A  aircrews  would 
conduct  about  10  percent  of  total  airfield  operations  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 
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As  part  of  the  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  associate  unit  operations,  the  KC-46A  would  be  flown 
on  some  weekend  days.  KC-46A  training  flights  would  be  conducted  312  days  per  year. 
However,  mission  sorties,  in  which  the  aircraft  is  supporting  real-world  operations,  could  take 
place  on  any  day  of  the  year.  The  KC-135  is  currently  flown  365  days  per  year. 

Approximately  30,507  annual  airfield  operations  are  conducted  at  Fairchild  AFB  under  current 
conditions.  Under  the  MOB  1  scenario,  KC-135  aircraft  currently  based  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  be 
relocated,  resulting  in  a  decrease  of  14,914  operations.  Approximately  33,710  airfield  operations 
would  be  conducted  by  KC-46A  aircraft  per  year,  resulting  in  49,303  total  annual  airfield  operations. 

Noise  levels  near  Fairchild  AFB  were  calculated  using  the  computer  program  NOISEMAP 
(Version  7.2),  accounting  for  location- specific  effects  of  terrain  and  ground  impedance. 
Figure  4-3  depicts  the  noise  contours  associated  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB.  The  noise  contours  are  displayed  in  5  dB  increments  from 
65  dB  DNL  to  85  dB  DNL  and  are  compared  to  the  baseline  contours.  Details  of  the  methods 
used  to  calculate  noise  levels  and  the  population  affected  by  elevated  noise  can  be  found  in 
Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B,  Section  B.I.3.  Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  would  increase  the  number  of  off-base  acres  affected  by  noise  levels  equal  to  or  greater 
than  65  dB  DNL  from  162  to  215  acres  (see  Table  4-11).  The  number  of  estimated  off-base 
residents  exposed  to  this  same  level  of  noise  would  increase  from  15  to  17.  Annoyance  is  a 
subjective  response  that  is  often  triggered  by  interference  of  noise  with  activities.  Individuals 
engaged  in  activities  more  easily  disrupted  by  noise  (e.g.,  conversation,  sleeping,  or  watching 
television)  are  more  likely  to  become  annoyed  than  others.  Although  the  reaction  of  an 
individual  to  noise  depends  on  a  wide  variety  of  factors,  social  surveys  have  found  a  correlation 
between  the  time-averaged  noise  level  as  measured  in  DNL  and  the  percentage  of  the  affected 
population  that  is  highly  annoyed  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.I.3.I).  It  is  widely 
accepted  that  65  dB  DNL  is  the  noise  level  at  which  a  substantial  percentage  of  the  population 
can  be  expected  to  be  annoyed  by  noise,  and  this  has  been  adopted  by  the  USAL  and  several 
other  Lederal  agencies  as  the  level  above  which  noise-sensitive  land  uses  are  not  considered 
compatible  (see  Section  3.2.7  and  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.  1.3.2). 


Table  4-11.  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Impacts  Relative  to  Baseline  Noise  at 

Fairchild  AFB 


Noise  Level 
(dB  DNL) 

Baseline  Conditions 

MOB  1  Scenario 

Off-Base 

Population 

Off-Base 

Acres 

On-Base 

Acres 

Off-Base 

Population 

Off-Base 

Acres 

On-Base 

Acres 

65-69 

15 

162 

621 

17 

212 

631 

70-74 

0 

0 

523 

0 

3 

496 

75-79 

0 

0 

363 

0 

0 

333 

80-84 

0 

0 

139 

0 

0 

170 

>85 

0 

0 

26 

0 

0 

28 

Total 

15 

162 

1,672 

17 

215 

1,658 

Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  not  expose  off-base 
areas  to  noise  levels  greater  than  80  dB  DNL.  Two  buildings  on  Fairchild  AFB  would  be 
exposed  to  noise  levels  of  80  dB  DNL  or  greater.  Hearing  loss  risk  among  people  working  in 
high-noise  environments  on  Fairchild  AFB  would  continue  to  be  assessed  and  managed  in 
accordance  with  DoD,  OSHA,  and  NIOSH  regulations  regarding  occupational  noise  exposure. 
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Figure  4-3,  KC-46AMOB  1  Scenario  and  Baseline  Noise  Contours  at  Fairchild  AFB 
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Table  4-12  compares  noise  conditions  at  several  representative  locations  in  the  area  near 
Fairchild  AFB.  The  representative  locations,  depicted  on  Figure  4-3,  were  established  based  on 
central  points  of  U.S.  Census  subdivisions,  and  therefore  do  not  represent  specific  noise-sensitive 
receptors. 


Table  4-12.  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Levels  at  Representative  Locations  Near 

Fairchild  AFB 


Location  ID 

Baseline  Conditions 

MOB  1  Scenario 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs  (dB)“ 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs  (dB)" 

1 

55 

98-114 

55 

98-114 

2 

56 

95-113 

56 

95-113 

3 

59 

103-111 

57 

103-111 

4 

61 

103-116 

62 

103-116 

5 

60 

104-116 

60 

104-116 

6 

61 

104-112 

61 

104-112 

7 

56 

96-112 

57 

96-112 

8 

62 

102-116 

62 

102-116 

9 

57 

100-110 

57 

100-110 

10 

60 

105-116 

60 

105-116 

11 

59 

98-115 

61 

98-115 

12 

61 

103-113 

62 

103-113 

13 

62 

105-117 

62 

105-117 

"  ‘Top  5  SELs’  refers  to  the  range  of  loudest  five  event  types  experienced  at  the  location  (see  Attachment  C-1). 


The  DNL  at  4  of  the  locations  studied  would  increase  by  1  dB.  The  DNL  at  Location  3  would 
decrease  by  2  dB  due  to  the  removal  of  the  KC-135  operations  that  had  been  the  driver  for 
increased  noise  in  that  area.  The  range  of  the  top  five  SEL  events  would  not  change  at  any  of 
the  13  locations  in  Table  4-12.  At  Fairchild  AFB,  departure  operations  from  transient  aircraft 
such  as  the  EA-6B  and  E-18,  and  the  based  H-1  helicopter,  make  up  the  loudest  five  overflight 
events  (dB  SEE).  Transient  operations  are  not  expected  to  change.  As  mentioned  previously, 
KC-46A  flying  operations  are  slightly  quieter  than  operation  of  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft. 
Increases  in  time-averaged  noise  levels  near  the  base  would  be  a  result  of  increases  in 
operations  tempo  instead  of  the  addition  of  a  louder  aircraft  type.  A  more  detailed  description 
of  the  loudest  operations  at  each  location  can  be  found  in  Table  C-1-2  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-1. 

As  described  in  Section  2.3.3,  lOT&E  operations  would  be  conducted  at  the  MOB  1 
location.  lOT&E  operations  would  be  expected  to  be  indistinguishable  to  members  of  the 
public  from  standard  MOB  1  flying  operations  and  would  taper  off  before  the  MOB  1  reaches 
full  operations  tempo  such  that  annual  operations  listed  counts  for  MOB  1  would  not  be 
exceeded. 

C&D  activities  in  support  of  the  proposed  beddown  would  be  conducted  in  the  context  of  an 
active  AEB  where  aircraft  and  other  types  of  noise  are  a  normal  part  of  the  environment. 
Although  equipment  would  be  muffled,  construction  activities  unavoidably  generate  localized 
increases  in  noise  qualitatively  different  from  aircraft  noise.  Eor  example,  a  typical  backhoe, 
dozer,  and  crane  generate  up  to  approximately  78,  82,  and  81  dB,  respectively,  at  a  distance  of 
50  feet  (EHWA  2006).  Construction  noise  would  be  minimized  in  accordance  with  local 
regulations  and  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  lasting  only  the  duration  of  the 
project.  Eurthermore,  construction  activities  would  be  expected  to  take  place  during  normal 
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working  hours  (i.e.,  7:00  A.M.  to  5:00  P.M.).  Some  people  living  or  working  near  the 
construction  sites  may  notice  and  be  annoyed  by  the  noise,  but  noise  impacts  would  not  be 
substantial  enough  to  be  considered  significant. 

4.2.2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  construction  and  operational  activities  at  Fairchild  AFB. 
The  estimation  of  proposed  operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  change  in  emissions  between 
existing  KC-135  aircraft  operations  and  the  projected  KC-46A  operations.  Volume  II,  Appendix  D, 
Section  D.2.I,  of  this  Final  EIS  includes  estimations  of  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  HAPs,  and 
GHGs  from  proposed  sources  at  Fairchild  AFB. 

The  immediate  area  surrounding  Fairchild  AFB  within  Spokane  County  currently  attains  all  of 
the  NAAQS.  Therefore,  the  analysis  used  the  PSD  threshold  of  250  tons  per  year  of  a  pollutant 
as  an  indicator  of  significance  of  projected  air  quality  impacts  for  this  area.  The  western 
boundaries  of  the  Spokane  maintenance  areas  for  CO  and  PMio  extend  to  within  4  miles  of  the 
eastern  portion  of  Fairchild  AFB.  The  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  generate 
commuter  vehicle  trips  from  these  areas.  In  addition,  some  KC-46A  flights  would  traverse  the 
western  portions  of  these  areas  below  3,000  feet  AGE.  Therefore,  the  analysis  also  estimated  the 
amount  of  emissions  from  these  proposed  sources  that  would  occur  within  these  areas.  The 
analysis  used  the  applicable  conformity  thresholds  for  these  areas  as  indicators  of  significance 
(100  tons  per  year  of  CO  and  PMio). 

Construction  -  The  KC-46A  beddown  at  Eairchild  AEB  would  require  construction  and/or 
renovation  of  airfield  facilities,  including  training  facilities,  hangars,  taxiways,  and  maintenance 
and  fueling  facilities.  Air  quality  impacts  due  to  proposed  construction  activities  would  occur 
from  (1)  combustive  emissions  due  to  the  use  of  fossil  fuel-powered  equipment  and  (2)  fugitive 
dust  emissions  (PM10/PM2.5)  due  to  the  operation  of  equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Construction 
activity  data  were  developed  to  estimate  proposed  construction  equipment  usages  and  associated 
combustive  and  fugitive  dust  emissions  for  each  project  alternative. 

Eactors  needed  to  derive  construction  source  emission  rates  were  obtained  from  the  Compilation  of 
Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Volume  I  (USEPA  1995);  the  USEPA  NONROAD2008a 
model  for  nonroad  construction  equipment  (USEPA  2009a);  and  the  USEPA  MOVES2010b 
model  for  on-road  vehicles  (USEPA  2013b). 

Inclusion  of  standard  construction  practices  and  EEED  Silver  certification  into  proposed 
construction  activities  would  potentially  reduce  fugitive  dust  emissions  generated  from  the  use  of 
construction  equipment  on  exposed  soil  by  50  percent  from  uncontrolled  levels.  Section  4.1.2 
identifies  the  standard  construction  practices  that  would  control  fugitive  dust. 

Table  4-13  presents  estimates  of  emissions  from  construction  activities  that  would  result  from 
the  KC-46A  operations  proposed  for  Eairchild  AEB.  These  data  show  that,  for  each  year  of 
construction,  total  emissions  would  fall  well  below  the  PSD  thresholds  used  to  indicate 
significance  or  insignificance.  Therefore,  temporary  construction  emissions  associated  with  the 
KC-46A  beddown  would  produce  less  than  significant  air  quality  impacts.  The  main  sources  of 
PM10/PM2.5  emissions  would  be  fugitive  dust  from  the  operation  of  equipment  on  unpaved 
surfaces. 
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Table  4-13.  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  the  MOB  1  Scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB 


Year 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.5 

C02e  (mt) 

CY  2014 

2.48 

13.86 

26.61 

0.73 

11.80 

11.25 

3,621 

CY  2015 

0.83 

4.67 

8.75 

0.25 

4.09 

1.10 

1,256 

CY  2016 

0.03 

0.48 

0.28 

0.01 

0.65 

0.09 

55 

CY  2017 

0.12 

4.00 

0.63 

0.02 

4.90 

0.07 

144 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Key:  COic  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 


Operations  -  Sources  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Fairchild  AFB  and  existing  KC-135  operations  replaced  by  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would 
include  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aircraft,  (2)  onsite  POVs  and  GMVs, 
(3)  offsite  POV  commutes,  (4)  AGE,  (5)  nonroad  mobile  equipment,  (6)  mobile  fuel  transfer 
operations,  and  (7)  stationary  and  other  sources.  Operational  data  used  to  calculate  projected 
KC-46A  aircraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  data  used  in  the  project  noise  analyses  (see 
Section  4.2.1).  Factors  used  to  calculate  combustive  emissions  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft  were 
based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062  engine  (ICAO  2013b). 
The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the  KC-46A  engine  were  based  on  those  currently  used  for  the 
KC-135  aircraft  (Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center  2013). 

Emissions  from  most  non-aircraft  sources  generated  by  the  proposed  KC-46A  operations  were 
estimated  by  multiplying  existing  emissions  for  these  sources  at  Eairchild  AEB  by  the  ratio  of 
total  employment  populations  associated  with  the  KC-46A  beddown  and  baseline  conditions  at 
Eairchild  AEB.  The  air  quality  analysis  used  CY  2012  to  define  existing  emissions,  as  it  included 
the  most  recent  calendar  year  of  operational  activities  at  Eairchild  AEB  (see  Table  3-14). 
However,  emissions  from  the  usage  of  AGE  by  the  KC-46A  were  based  on  AGE  usages  for 
existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  Eairchild  AEB.  In  addition,  VOC  emissions  from  mobile  fuel  transfer 
operations  were  estimated  by  considering  the  net  change  in  landing  and  takeoff  cycles  between 
the  proposed  KC-46A  aircraft  and  existing  KC-135  mission  at  Eairchild  AEB. 

The  analysis  of  proposed  aircraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  occur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typical  depth  of  the  atmospheric  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations.  In  general, 
aircraft  emissions  released  above  the  mixing  layer  would  not  appreciably  affect  ground-level  air 
quality. 

The  analysis  of  air  quality  impacts  due  to  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Eairchild  AEB  is  based  on  the  net  change  in  emissions  that  would  occur  from  the  replacement  of 
existing  KC-135  mission  with  operations  from  the  beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft.  To  produce  a 
conservative  analysis,  it  was  assumed  that  all  36  KC-46A  aircraft  would  become  operational  at 
Eairchild  AEB  in  CY  2016. 

Table  4-14  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  within  Spokane  County  that  would 
result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Eairchild  AEB.  The  data  in 
Table  4-14  show  that  the  net  increase  in  emissions  from  the  replacement  of  existing  KC-135 
aircraft  operations  with  operations  from  36  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not  exceed  250  tons  per  year 
for  VOCs,  CO,  SOx,  PMio,  or  PM2.5.  Therefore,  implementing  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Eairchild  AEB  would  produce  less  than  significant  impacts  on  these  pollutant  levels.  However, 
these  data  also  show  that  the  increase  in  NOx  emissions  would  exceed  250  tons  per  year.  The 
results  of  comparison  of  projected  emissions  from  the  action  in  the  Spokane  CO  and  PM  10 
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maintenance  areas  are  discussed  below.  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing  engine  testing 
activities  are  the  primary  contributors  to  these  emission  increases. 


Table  4-14.  Annual  Operations  Emissions  within  Spokane  County  Under  the  MOB  1 

Scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB,  CY  2016 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMio 

PM2.S 

COie  (mt) 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

50.07 

201.74 

837.57 

45.42 

2.92 

2.49 

125,648 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-46A 

14.39 

49.54 

28.94 

2.34 

0.21 

0.19 

6,286 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 

Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.59 

4.22 

4.80 

0.18 

0.71 

0.65 

858 

UH-60  Aircraft  Operations 

0.91 

8.00 

2.21 

0.20 

1.50 

1.50 

1,793 

UH-IN  Aircraft  Operations 

0.14 

0.68 

0.26 

0.02 

0.24 

0.24 

169 

AGE  -  Existing  Aircraft 

3.95 

14.49 

9.00 

0.90 

2.20 

2.20 

1,515 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.56 

4.03 

4.58 

0.18 

0.67 

0.62 

819 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
UH-IM 

0.11 

0.52 

0.06 

0.01 

0.08 

0.08 

55 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
UH-60 

0.02 

0.52 

0.16 

0.01 

0.14 

0.14 

96 

Government-Owned  Vehicles 

0.03 

0.64 

0.69 

0.00 

0.04 

0.03 

207 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  On  Base 

0.04 

3.14 

0.53 

0.01 

0.05 

0.03 

521 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  Off  Base 

1.27 

82.69 

12.52 

0.22 

1.58 

0.84 

13,366 

Mobile  Euel  Transfer  Operations 

0.36 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

14.49 

11.48 

14.05 

0.09 

1.05 

1.05 

14,748 

Total  Fairchild  AFB  Emissions  - 

MOB  1  Scenario 

86.86 

381.69 

915.36 

49.58 

11.36 

10.04 

166,078 

Existing  Fairchild  AFB  Emissions 

41.96 

286.84 

305.27 

24.22 

10.65 

9.77 

95,699 

Fairchild  AFB  MOB  1  Scenario 
Minus  Existing  Emissions* 

44.90 

94.84/ 

(6.69) 

610.10 

25.36 

0.72/ 

(0.03) 

0.27 

70,379 

MOB  1  Scenario  Net  Emissions 
Increase  Fraction  of  Existing 
Conditions 

1.07 

0.33 

2.00 

1.05 

0.07 

0.03 

0.74 

MOB  1  Scenario  Net  Emissions 
Increase  Fraction  of  Spokane 
County  Emissions 

0.001 

0.001 

0.04 

0.08 

0.00001 

0.0001 

0.03 

PSD/Conformity  Threshold 

250 

250/100 

250 

250 

250/100 

250 

N/A 

Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant. 

^  The  second  set  of  CO  and  PMio  emissions  presented  are  those  that  only  would  occur  within  the  Spokane  CO  and  PMio  maintenance  areas. 
Key:  COie  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 


Emissions  of  NOx  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  within  Spokane 
County  were  compared  to  the  most  recent  Spokane  County  emissions  inventory  (CY  2008)  to 
determine  the  relative  magnitude  of  these  emissions  and  their  potential  to  combine  with  baseline 
emissions  and  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  an  ambient  air  quality  standard.  The  NOx  emission 
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increases  resulting  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  operations  would  amount  to  about  4  percent  of 
the  total  NOx  emissions  generated  by  Spokane  County  in  2008  (see  Table  3-13).  The  majority  of 
proposed  NOx  emissions  result  from  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  up  to  an  altitude  of  3,000  feet 
AGL  and  across  several  square  miles  that  comprise  the  Fairchild  AFB  airspace  and  adjoining 
aircraft  flight  patterns.  These  emissions  would  be  adequately  dispersed  through  this  volume  of 
atmosphere  to  the  point  that  they  would  not  result  in  substantial  ground-level  impacts  in  a 
localized  area.  Given  that  the  county  attains  the  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2)  NAAQS  by  a  wide 
margin,  these  NOx  emission  increases  would  likely  not  be  substantial  enough  to  contribute  to  an 
exceedance  of  the  NO2  NAAQS. 

Maximum  O3  levels  in  the  Spokane  region  are  near  the  national  8-hour  O3  standard.  For  example, 
the  Cheney  air  monitoring  station,  located  approximately  10  miles  southeast  of  Fairchild  AFB, 
recorded  an  O3  concentration  that  was  about  93  percent  of  the  value  of  the  NAAQS  in  2012 
(SRCAA  2013b).  As  mentioned  above,  emissions  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  aircraft  operations 
would  be  diluted  over  a  large  volume  of  atmosphere  across  the  Fairchild  AFB  project  region. 
These  factors  would  dilute  the  impact  of  NOx  (and  VOC)  emissions  from  the  proposed  action 
within  a  localized  area  and  to  ambient  O3  levels.  As  a  result,  the  increase  in  emissions  may  not  be 
substantial  enough  to  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  the  O3  NAAQS.  Nonetheless,  the  NOx 
emissions  projected  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  represent  a 
4  percent  annual  increase  and  the  potential  for  a  2  ton  per  day,  or  more,  increase  in  NOx  emissions 
in  the  ROI  which,  when  taken  together  with  the  slight  annual/daily  increase  in  VOCs  from  the 
action  in  combination  with  all  other  sources  of  both  precursor  emissions  in  the  region,  could  be 
substantial  enough  to  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  the  O3  NAAQS. 

The  air  quality  analysis  evaluated  the  net  change  in  emissions  that  would  occur  within  the 
Spokane  CO  and  PM  10  maintenance  areas  due  to  the  MOB  1  scenario  versus  existing  operations 
at  Fairchild  AFB.  This  analysis  relied  on  the  following  assumptions:  (1)  within  the 
CO  maintenance  area,  the  average  commuter  trip  would  traverse  4.0  miles  of  the  area  and  the 
amount  of  KC-46A/KC-135  closed  patterns  that  would  occur  below  3,000  feet  AGL  within  the 
area  was  4  percent  and  (2)  within  the  PMio  maintenance  area,  the  average  commuter  trip  would 
traverse  4.7  miles  of  the  area  and  the  amount  of  KC-46A/KC-135  closed  patterns  that  would 
occur  below  3,000  feet  AGL  within  the  area  was  5  percent.  The  results  of  the  analysis 
determined  that  proposed  MOB  1  operations  within  these  areas  would  produce  slightly  lower  CO 
and  PMio  emissions  compared  to  those  generated  by  existing  operations  at  Fairchild  AFB.  This 
is  the  case,  as  lower  CO  and  PMio  emission  standards  for  commuter  vehicles  in  the  future 
(CY  2016  vs.  CY  2012)  would  outweigh  the  slight  increase  in  KC-46A  aircraft  CO  and  PMio 
emissions  generated  by  MOB  1  operations  within  the  CO  and  PMio  maintenance  areas.  As  a 
result,  these  net  changes  in  emissions  generated  within  the  Spokane  CO  and  PMio  maintenance 
areas  would  not  exceed  the  applicable  conformity  thresholds  of  100  tons  per  year  for  CO  or 
PMio.  Therefore,  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  produce  less  than  significant  CO 
and  PMio  impacts  within  these  areas. 

Proposed  operations  under  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  emit  HAPs  that  could 
potentially  impact  public  health.  Proposed  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing  engine 
testing  activities  would  generate  the  majority  of  HAPs  from  this  scenario.  As  discussed  above  for 
proposed  criteria  pollutant  impacts,  since  proposed  KC-46A  operations  would  occur 
intermittently  over  a  volume  of  atmosphere,  they  would  produce  minimal  ambient  impacts  of 
HAPs  in  a  localized  area. 

Early  in  its  planning,  the  USAF  reconsidered  its  operational  assumptions  and  projections  to 
avoid  or  reduce  potential  impacts  to  the  extent  feasible.  This  resulted  in  the  development  of 
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alternatives  that  reduced  the  emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  to  the  extent  feasible  by  reducing  the 
number  of  near-field  operations,  such  as  landing  and  take-off  operations.  At  this  time,  the  USAF 
is  not  aware  of  any  other  feasible  mitigations  that  could  be  applied  to  further  reduce  the 
emissions  impact  from  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing  engine  testing  activities. 

In  addition  to  presenting  estimates  of  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A  operations 
at  Fairchild  AFB,  the  following  considers  how  climate  change  may  impact  the  KC-46A  beddown 
at  Fairchild  AFB.  For  Fairchild  AFB,  the  projected  climate  change  impact  of  concern  is 
increased  temperatures,  as  documented  in  Global  Climate  Change  Impacts  in  the  United  States 
(USGCRP  2009).  This  report  predicts  that  the  region  surrounding  Fairchild  AFB  will  experience 
(1)  increased  droughts  and  wildfires  and  (2)  reduced  springtime  snow  packs,  summer  stream 
flows,  and  water  supplies.  While  operations  at  Fairchild  AFB  have  already  adapted  to  droughts 
and  scarce  water  supplies,  exacerbation  of  these  conditions  in  the  future  may  increase  the  cost  of 
proposed  operations  and  could  impede  operations  during  extreme  events.  Additional  measures 
could  be  needed  to  mitigate  such  impacts. 

4.2.3  Safety 

This  section  addresses  the  potential  environmental  consequences  to  flight  and  ground  safety  that 
could  occur  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of  Fairchild  AFB  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario. 

4. 2. 3.1  Flight  Safety 

Aircraft  Mishaps  -  The  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  replace  the  existing 
KC-135  mission.  As  described  in  Section  4.1.3,  Safety,  for  Altus  AFB,  the  KC-46A  is  a 
commercial  variant  of  the  existing  Boeing  767  aircraft  with  a  proven  safety  record. 

As  discussed  previously,  the  accident  rate  for  the  KC-46A  is  expected  to  be  similar  to  that  of  the 
commercial  airframe  upon  which  it  is  based.  Using  the  accident  rate  of  0.36  per  flight  cycle,  it  is 
projected  that  the  probability  of  a  KC-46A  accident  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airfield  would  be  low 
(less  than  one  every  100  years;  see  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.3.3.I). 

Therefore,  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  is  not  anticipated  to 
result  in  any  net  increase  in  the  safety  risks  associated  with  aircraft  mishaps  or  any  increase  in 
the  risks  of  occurrence  of  those  mishaps  even  with  the  additional  aircraft  and  increased  flight 
operations. 

BirdAVildlife- Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  -  Replacement  of  the  30  KC-135  aircraft  with 
36  KC-46A  aircraft  is  not  anticipated  to  increase  the  risk  of  aircraft  accidents  due  to  bird/wildlife 
strikes.  Ongoing  elements  of  the  Fairchild  AFB  BASH  Plan  would  continue. 

Additionally,  as  part  of  an  overall  strategy  to  reduce  BASH  risks,  the  USAF  has  developed  a 
Bird  Avoidance  Model  using  GIS  technology  as  a  tool  for  analysis  and  correlation  of  bird 
habitat,  migration,  and  breeding  characteristics  with  key  environmental  and  manmade  geospatial 
data.  The  model  was  created  to  provide  USAF  pilots  and  flight  schedulers/planners  with  a  tool 
for  making  informed  decisions  when  selecting  flight  routes  in  an  effort  to  protect  human  lives, 
wildlife,  and  equipment  during  air  operations.  This  information  is  integrated  into  required  pilot 
briefings,  which  take  place  prior  to  any  sortie. 

With  proposed  KC-46A  flight  operations  similar  to  those  being  conducted  by  KC-135  aircraft  at 
Fairchild  AFB,  the  overall  potential  for  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes  is  not  anticipated  to  be 
significantly  greater  than  current  levels.  All  safety  actions  in  place  for  existing  KC-135  operations 
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would  continue  to  be  in  place  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Fairchild  AFB  personnel  have  developed 
aggressive  proeedures  designed  to  minimize  the  oeeurrenee  of  bird/wildlife- aireraft  strikes,  and 
have  doeumented  detailed  proeedures  to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk  of  bird  strikes.  When 
bird/wildlife-aireraft  strike  hazard  risks  inerease,  limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flight  and  some 
types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaehes,  elosed-pattem  pattern  work)  in  the  airport  and  airspace 
environments.  Speeial  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  for  bird  strikes  is 
high  within  the  airspaee.  KC-46A  pilots  would  be  subjeet  to  these  proeedures.  Therefore,  no 
signifieant  impact  would  occur  related  to  bird/wildlife- aircraft  strike  hazard  issues. 

4. 2. 3. 2  Ground  Safety 

There  are  no  aspects  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  that  are  expected  to 
ereate  new  or  unique  ground  safety  issues  not  already  addressed  by  eurrent  policies  and 
proeedures.  Operations  and  maintenanee  proeedures,  as  they  relate  to  ground  safety,  are 
eondueted  by  base  personnel  and  would  not  ehange  from  eurrent  eonditions.  All  aetivities  would 
continue  to  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations,  teehnical  orders,  and 
AFOSH  standards. 

No  unique  eonstruction  practices  or  materials  would  be  required  as  part  of  any  of  the  renovation, 
addition,  or  eonstruction  projects  associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  seenario.  All  renovation 
and  eonstruetion  aetivities  would  eomply  with  all  applieable  OSHA  regulations  to  proteet 
workers.  In  addition,  the  newly  eonstrueted  buildings  would  be  built  in  eomplianee  with 
antiterrorism/foree  protection  requirements.  The  USAF  does  not  anticipate  any  significant  safety 
impacts  as  a  result  of  construction,  demolition,  or  renovation  if  all  applicable  AFOSH  and  OSHA 
requirements  are  implemented. 

The  KC-46A  would  be  operated  in  an  airfield  environment  similar  to  the  current  operational 
environment.  Sinee  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  airframe  and  would  require  response  aetions  speeifie  to 
the  aireraft,  the  emergeney  and  mishap  response  plans  would  be  updated  to  inelude  proeedures 
and  response  actions  necessary  to  address  a  mishap  involving  the  KC-46A  and  associated 
equipment.  With  this  update,  the  Fairchild  AFB  airfield  safety  eonditions  would  be  similar  to 
baseline  eonditions.  Therefore,  no  signifieant  impaet  would  oeeur  from  aireraft  mishaps  or 
mishap  response. 

As  indieated  in  Seetion  3.2.7,  there  is  ineompatible  development  within  the  northern  APZ  II. 
Portions  of  the  CZs  on  both  ends  of  the  runway  eurrently  extend  outside  the  base  boundary.  See 
Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Figure  B-I,  for  the  typical  generic  CZ  and  APZ  dimensions.  However, 
Fairehild  AFB  does  have  easements  that  grant  the  base  control  over  the  development  of  that  land. 
Fairehild  AFB  would  eontinue  working  with  developers  to  highlight  the  Air  Installation 
Compatible  Use  Zone  (AICUZ)  guidelines. 

4.2.4  Soils  and  Water 

All  of  the  C&D  aetivities  assoeiated  with  implementing  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario 
would  oecur  within  the  Fairchild  AFB  boundary.  The  proposed  disturbed  area  for  the  projects 
associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  seenario  would  not  exeeed  40  acres  (the  area  for  new 
eonstruetion  and  additions/alterations).  The  majority  of  eonstruetion,  renovation,  and  demolition 
aetivities  assoeiated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  seenario  would  oeeur  in  Drainage  Basin  1;  the 
renovation  of  Building  1037  would  oeeur  in  Drainage  Basin  5. 

The  majority  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion,  renovation,  and  demolition  aetivities  would  oeeur  in 
areas  already  developed  and/or  previously  disturbed  by  excavation  in  the  northern  portion  of  the 
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main  base.  The  proposed  new  apron  and  fuels  upgrade  project  along  the  flightline  would  add 
approximately  14  acres  of  impervious  surface  in  Basin  1.  Representing  only  a  2  percent  increase 
in  this  basin,  this  development  is  not  anticipated  to  result  in  adverse  impacts  on  soil  or  water 
resources.  Although  these  areas  have  predominantly  been  disturbed  in  the  past,  new  construction 
activities  would  have  the  potential  to  disturb  underlying  soils.  The  soil  map  units  in  the  areas  of 
the  proposed  action  are  the  Phoebe-Bong  complex  and  the  Cheney-Uhlig  complex.  Construction 
limitations  for  the  Phoebe-Bong  complex  include  instability  of  excavated  walls,  potential  slope 
failure,  moderate  corrosion  of  concrete,  and  high  wind  erosion  potential.  Construction  limitations 
for  the  Cheney-Uhlig  complex  include  unstable  excavation  walls  and  moderate  wind  erosion 
potential. 

For  any  projects  that  result  in  soil  disturbance,  the  USAF  would  ensure  that  all  construction 
activities  are  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  stormwater  discharge  permit  to  control 
erosion  and  prevent  sediment,  debris,  or  other  pollutants  from  entering  the  stormwater  system. 
The  USAF  would  specify  compliance  with  the  stormwater  discharge  permit  in  the  contractor 
construction  requirements. 

The  Fairchild  AFB  SWPPP  for  industrial  facilities  identifies  control  practices  to  be  followed  for 
spill  prevention  and  response,  routine  inspection  of  discharges  at  sites,  and  proper  training  of 
employees.  The  base  is  also  required  to  obtain  permit  coverage  for  all  construction  activities  over 
1  acre  under  USEPA’s  2008  NPDES  General  Permit  for  Stormwater  Discharges  from 
Construction  Activities  to  ensure  that  sedimentation  does  not  impact  water  quality.  No 
construction  activities  would  begin  until  a  project- specific  SWPPP  is  completed. 

No  sensitive  groundwater  resources,  surface  water  resources,  or  floodplains  are  known  to  occur 
in  areas  planned  for  any  of  the  KC-46A  development  projects. 

4.2.5  Biological  Resources 

4. 2. 5.1  Vegetation 

The  beddown  of  the  proposed  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  have  similar  potential 
impacts  on  vegetation  as  described  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  All  of  the  projects 
would  occur  in  currently  developed  or  disturbed  areas  that  provide  little  wildlife  habitat  value 
and  are  not  anticipated  to  result  in  significant  impacts  on  vegetation. 

4.2.5.2  Wildlife 

Beddown  requirements  and  potential  impacts  on  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  described 
previously  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  Although  birds,  small  mammals,  invertebrates, 
and  various  other  small  wildlife  species  may  utilize  the  maintained  areas  affected  by  the 
proposed  action,  these  areas  do  not  function  as  principal  wildlife  habitat.  Infrastructure  projects 
are  not  proposed  to  occur  in  the  south  base  area,  where  wetlands  and  higher-value  wildlife 
habitat  occurs.  The  effects  of  noise  produced  by  construction,  renovation,  and  demolition 
activities  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  Altus  AFB,  having  a  negligible  impact  on 
wildlife  populations. 

Airfield  operations  would  increase  at  Fairchild  AFB,  resulting  in  increased  noise  on  and  near  the 
base.  However,  the  KC-46A  is  quieter  than  the  existing  aircraft  and  the  KC-135  currently 
operating  at  Fairchild  AFB.  Potential  effects  on  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB,  including  short-term  noise-related  stress  and  behavioral 
responses.  However,  DNL  noise  contours  would  increase  marginally  on  and  near  the  base  and 
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would  not  substantially  increase  the  amount  of  land  exposed  to  increased  noise  levels.  Noise 
contours  are  not  anticipated  to  appreciably  change  in  the  south  base  area  as  a  result  of  the 
KC-46A  flight  operations. 

Increased  operations  would  increase  the  potential  for  aircraft  to  strike  birds  and  other  wildlife  in 
the  air  and  on  the  runway.  However,  continued  adherence  to  the  base’s  BASH  Plan 
(USAF  2010a)  would  minimize  the  risk  of  collisions.  To  prevent  aircraft  strikes  of  red-tailed 
hawks  specifically,  Fairchild  AFB  participates  in  an  extraction  program  with  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture’s  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service. 

Overall  impacts  on  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus 
AFB.  Significant  wildlife  impacts  are  not  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB. 

4.2.53  Special-Status  Species 

No  federally  threatened  or  endangered  species  are  known  to  occur  at  Fairchild  AFB  in  the  ROI 
for  the  KC-46A  beddown.  On  rare  occasions  bald  eagles  have  been  observed  migrating  through 
the  base.  No  known  bald  eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucocephalus)  or  golden  eagle  (Aquila  chrysaetos) 
nests  have  been  reported  on  base  (Fairchild  AFB  2012a).  No  significant  impacts  on  bald  and 
golden  eagle  populations  are  anticipated  due  to  flying  operations  associated  with  the  proposed 
action. 

There  are  no  other  federally  or  state-listed  bird  species  and/or  designated  critical  habitat.  There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts  on  special-status  species  resulting  from  implementation  of  the 
MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB. 

During  the  2012  herptile  survey,  Columbia  spotted  frogs  (Rana  luteiventris)  were  the  most 
commonly  detected  species  at  Fairchild  AFB.  Populations  were  found  utilizing  different  habitats 
in  the  southern  portion  of  Fairchild  AFB.  The  largest  numbers  of  spotted  frogs  were  detected  in 
free-flowing  ditches.  Both  adults  and  larvae  were  detected  in  very  large  numbers  in  the  ditch 
paralleling  the  flightline.  Primarily  due  to  the  conservation  concern  of  isolated  populations  in  the 
southern  part  of  its  range,  the  Columbia  spotted  frog  is  considered  a  Washington  state-listed 
candidate  species  (USFWS  2013d).  Because  the  proposed  facilities  and  infrastructure  updates 
would  not  occur  within  the  southern  portion  of  the  base,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario 
at  Fairchild  AFB  is  not  likely  to  adversely  affect  the  Columbia  spotted  frog. 

The  southern  portion  of  Fairchild  AFB  contains  vernal  pools  and  swale  that  support  Spalding’s 
catchfly  {Silene  spaldingii)  (federally  and  state-listed  threatened  species),  American  pillwort 
(Pilularia  americana)  (state-listed  threatened  species),  inch-high  rush  (Juncus  uncialis)  (state-listed 
sensitive  species),  mousetail  (Myosurus  laevicaulis)  (state-listed  sensitive  species),  and  Northwestern 
yellowflax  (Sclerolinon  digynum)  (state-listed  threatened  species)  (Fairchild  AFB  201  le). 

Current  protection  measures  for  Spalding’s  catchfly  on  Fairchild  AFB  include  (1)  protect 
existing  populations  and  habitat  and  (2)  maintain  occupied  and  potential  habitat  in  a  suitable 
condition  (Fairchild  AFB  201  le).  Because  these  special- status  plant  species  do  not  occur  within 
the  facilities  and  infrastructure  project  areas,  there  would  be  no  significant  impacts  on  Spalding’s 
catchfly,  American  pillwort,  inch-high  rush,  mousetail,  or  Northwestern  yellowflax  resulting 
from  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB. 

There  are  no  other  federally  or  state-listed  plant  species  and/or  designated  critical  habitat  on 
Fairchild  AFB.  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  on  special-status  species  resulting  from 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB. 
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4. 2. 5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  known  wetlands  in  any  of  the  areas  proposed  for  development  and  implementation 
of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB.  Therefore,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  is  not  anticipated  to  directly  or  indirectly  impact  wetlands. 

4.2.6  Cultural  Resources 

At  Fairchild  AFB,  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  is  proposed  to  include  the 
demolition  of  9  buildings;  renovation  of  11  buildings;  additions/alterations  to  2  buildings, 
including  trainers;  and  modifications  to  roads,  parking,  and  taxiways.  The  Washington  SHPO 
(Department  of  Archaeology  and  Historic  Preservation  [DAHP])  has  concurred  that  Building  2050, 
constructed  in  1943,  is  eligible  for  the  NRHP  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A.5.2). 
Renovations  to  this  building,  proposed  under  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario,  would  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  the  historic  integrity  of  the  property.  The  DAHP  has  concurred  with  this  determination  of 
effect  and  is  still  considering  the  effect  of  the  proposed  action  on  Building  2245  (see  Volume  II, 
Appendix  A,  Section  A.5.2).  Fairchild  AFB  and  the  DAHP  have  amended  their  existing 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MO  A)  regarding  demolition  of  historic  structures.  The  MO  A 
amendment  includes  provisions  to  reinitiate  consultation  regarding  mitigation  for  Building  2050 
and  2245  should  Fairchild  AFB  be  selected  for  the  MOB  1  mission  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  A, 
Section  A. 5. 2. 2). 

Demolition  proposed  to  occur  along  the  flightline  would  remove  five  buildings  in  the  Historic 
Flight  Line  District:  1011,  1013,  1015,  1017,  and  1019.  Three  additional  buildings  in  the  Historic 
Flight  Line  District  are  proposed  for  renovation:  1001,  1003,  and  1025.  One  additional  building 
(2120)  proposed  for  demolition  is  located  outside  the  flightline  area.  Impacts  to  all  of  these 
buildings  were  previously  mitigated  through  stipulations  agreed  to  in  the  signed  MOA 
(92  ARW  2012).  Some  aspects  of  the  mitigations  agreed  to  in  the  MOA  must  be  completed  prior 
to  demolition  and  building  modifications;  others  must  be  completed  within  5  years  of  the  signing 
date  (92  ARW  2012). 

No  impacts  on  archaeological  historic  properties  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of 
the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB.  The  base  has  been  inventoried  for  archaeological 
resources,  and  no  archaeological  resources  have  been  identified  within  the  area  of  potential 
effect.  Because  ground-disturbing  activities  would  occur  in  previously  disturbed  contexts,  it  is 
extremely  unlikely  that  any  previously  undocumented  archaeological  resources  would  be 
encountered  during  facility  demolition,  renovation,  addition,  or  construction.  It  is  still  possible 
that  archaeological  resources  could  be  buried  on  Fairchild  AFB,  although  the  potential  is 
considered  low  (Fairchild  AFB  2012b).  In  the  case  of  unanticipated  or  inadvertent  discoveries, 
the  USAF  would  comply  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  as  specified  in  standard  operating 
procedures  described  in  the  ICRMP  (Fairchild  AFB  2012b). 

Indirect  impacts  on  cultural  resources  from  population  increase  or  visual  intrusions  are  extremely 
unlikely.  With  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario,  the  population  would  increase  by  a  small 
amount  relative  to  the  existing  population  at  the  base  and  in  the  Spokane  metropolitan  area.  New 
construction  would  occur  in  the  context  of  an  active  Air  Force  Base,  where  changes  in  the 
infrastructure  are  common.  Visual  effects  on  the  historic  district  would  be  mitigated  by 
adherence  to  the  MOA.  The  viewshed  of  remaining  historic  properties  would  not  be  affected  by 
the  proposed  construction. 

No  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to  tribal  resources  are  anticipated.  The  USAF  initiated 
consultation  with  four  tribes.  Responses  were  received  from  two  tribes  indicating  no  objections 
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to  the  USAF’s  finding  of  no  adverse  impaet.  One  of  those  two  tribes  requested  additional 
consultation  should  Fairchild  AFB  be  selected  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  Additional  efforts  were 
made  to  contact  the  remaining  two  non-responsive  tribes  without  success  (see  Table  A- 1  in 
Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 3).  While  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  all  tribes  and 
will  continue  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential  interest  to 
tribes,  Section  106  consultation  on  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  beddown  proposed  alternative  at 
Fairchild  AFB  is  now  complete. 

4.2.7  Land  Use 

4.2. 7. 1  Physical  Development 

The  physical  development  proposed  to  support  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB 
would  occur  along  the  fiightline  and  adjacent  locations  where  existing  industrial-type, 
administrative,  and  mission  support  activities  are  located.  None  of  the  physical  development 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  is  anticipated 
to  result  in  impacts  to  land  use.  Subsequent  operations  and  maintenance  activities  for  the 
proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  conform  to  current  and  future  land  uses  on  the  base. 

Impacts  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  on  areas  and  communities  located  outside 
of  Fairchild  AFB  are  also  anticipated  to  be  negligible  and  similar  to  those  described  in 
Section  4. 1.7. 1.1.  Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  potentially  require 
approximately  417  housing  units,  either  from  the  current  supply  of  vacant  housing  in  the  area  or 
as  new  construction.  New  development  would  be  required  to  conform  to  the  existing  Airport 
Overlay  Zone  (AOZ)  surrounding  Fairchild  AFB  current  zoning  and  jurisdictional  approvals. 
Base  review  of  new  residential  development  near  Fairchild  AFB  is  recommended  given  the 
concern  about  the  proposed  West  Plains  Mixed  Use  Development  area  and  the  ongoing  process 
to  amend  the  AOZ  (following  the  2009  JLUS)  as  an  interim  measure.  These  reviews  would 
protect  the  base  from  encroachment  and  new  incompatible  development,  and  would  ensure  that 
new  housing,  which  could  provide  a  supply  for  military  families,  is  planned  in  accordance  with 
current  land  uses. 

4.2. 7.2  Aircraft  Operations 

With  36  new  KC-46A  aircraft  replacing  the  existing  30  KC-135  aircraft,  KC-46A  aircrews  are 
anticipated  to  fly  33,710  airfield  operations  versus  the  14,914  airfield  operations  currently  flown 
by  KC-135  aircraft.  This  proposed  increase  in  operations  slightly  expands  the  area  exposed  to 
noise  equal  to  or  greater  than  65  dB  DNL  by  about  39  acres  (from  approximately  1,834  to 
1,873  acres)  (see  Figure  4-3).  The  expansion  of  this  projected  noise  envelope  on  Fairchild  AFB 
would  primarily  affect  the  airfield,  the  training  complex,  and  aircraft  maintenance  and  industrial 
areas  along  the  airfield  that  currently  experience  high  levels  of  noise. 

Outside  the  base  boundary,  approximately  53  additional  acres  of  land  are  expected  to  be  exposed 
to  noise  levels  equal  to  or  greater  than  65  dB  DNL.  This  land  primarily  supports  mining  and 
industrial  uses  and  is  mostly  vacant  and  undeveloped.  These  land  uses  are  compatible  with  the 
projected  noise  levels.  Northeast  of  the  runway,  land  within  Spokane  County  is  zoned  for 
mineral  uses  and  light  industrial  use.  A  small  area  of  industrial  land  in  the  southwest  part  of  the 
City  of  Airway  Heights  would  also  be  affected  by  this  level  of  noise,  but  industrial  uses  are  also 
compatible.  No  residential  areas  to  the  northeast  are  expected  to  be  exposed  to  this  level  of  noise. 

To  the  southwest,  areas  exposed  to  noise  equal  to  or  greater  than  65  dB  DNL  would  expand 
slightly  and  extend  past  the  railroad  line  west  of  the  base.  Noise  exposure  would  increase  to 
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incompatible  levels  just  above  65  dB  DNL  over  a  couple  of  homes  along  West  Thorpe  Road. 
There  are  no  other  homes  in  this  area  that  are  projected  to  be  affected  by  incompatible  noise 
levels.  Local  residents,  particularly  in  Medical  Lake  and  Airway  Heights,  could  notice  an 
increase  in  noise  and  aircraft  activity  due  to  the  increased  number  of  operations  at  the  airfield, 
but  projected  noise  levels  would  remain  below  65  dB  DNL.  Overall,  no  significant  impacts  on 
land  use  at  Fairchild  AFB  are  anticipated  to  result  from  aircraft  operations  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario.  Although  few  impacts  are  projected,  newly 
approved  development  near  the  base  suggests  that  allowable  densities  may  not  provide  for  long¬ 
term  compatible  uses  in  surrounding  areas  (USAF  2013c). 

4.2.8  Infrastructure 

Refer  to  Section  3.2.8  for  a  description  of  existing  infrastructure  system  capacities  and  conditions 
at  Fairchild  AFB.  Table  2-10  provides  changes  in  population  due  to  implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB.  These  changes  in  population  and  proposed  development  were  used  to 
determine  the  impact  on  infrastructure.  The  maximum  demand  or  impact  on  capacity  was 
calculated  for  the  potable  water,  wastewater,  electric,  and  natural  gas  systems  based  on  the  change 
in  population.  To  identify  maximum  demand  or  impact  on  these  systems,  any  change  in  population 
was  assumed  to  live  on  base.  For  the  assessment  of  the  transportation  infrastructure,  any  change  in 
population  was  assumed  to  reside  off  base. 

4.2.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

With  an  average  per  capita  household  water  use  estimation  of  about  125  GPD  (UFC  3-230-03),  it 
is  anticipated  that  the  change  in  population  would  result  in  an  increase  of  approximately 
0.15  MGD.  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  average  daily  demand  from 
16  to  18  percent  of  the  base  potable  water  system  capacity  and  peak  demand  from  44  to 
46  percent. 

4. 2. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  USEPA  estimates  that  the  average  person  generates  approximately  100  GPD  of  wastewater 
between  showering,  toilet  use,  and  general  water  use  (USEPA  2005).  Using  this  amount  as  a 
planning  factor  along  with  the  change  in  population,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario 
would  increase  wastewater  discharge  from  Eairchild  APB  by  0.12  MGD.  This  would  increase  the 
average  daily  discharge  from  the  base  from  39  to  45  percent  of  base  system  capacity  and  peak 
discharge  from  70  to  77  percent.  As  noted  in  Section  3. 2. 8. 2,  a  series  of  projects  to  upgrade  the 
system  is  underway  and  will  reduce  historical  levels  of  inflow  and  infiltration  (I&I)  by 
80  percent. 

4.2. 8. 3  Stormwater  System 

The  MOB  1  scenario  would  require  demolition  of  facilities  and  construction  of  new  facilities.  This 
would  take  place  within  the  existing  developed  base  flightline  and  cantonment  areas.  Table  2-9 
identifies  projects  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario;  the  total  disturbed  area  associated  with 
these  projects  would  not  exceed  40  acres  (the  area  for  new  construction  and  additions/alterations). 
The  majority  of  construction,  renovation,  and  demolition  activities  associated  with  the  KC-46A 
MOB  1  scenario  would  occur  in  Drainage  Basin  1;  the  renovation  of  Building  1037  would  occur  in 
Drainage  Basin  5.  The  proposed  new  apron  and  fuels  upgrade  project  would  add  less  than  14  acres 
of  additional  impervious  surface,  for  a  total  of  714.4  acres  of  impervious  surface  for  Basin  1.  This 
represents  a  2  percent  increase  of  impervious  surface.  Basin  1  drains  into  two  small  ponds,  which 
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attenuate  the  stormwater  flow  from  Basin  1  prior  to  discharge  off  base.  The  capacity  of  these  ponds 
may  need  to  be  increased  to  handle  the  additional  run-off,  as  well  as  to  control  discharges  off  base 
over  a  longer  period  of  time  (USAF  1999). 

During  the  short-term  construction  period  for  the  MOB  1  scenario,  all  contractors  would  be 
required  to  comply  with  applicable  statutes,  standards,  regulations,  and  procedures  regarding 
stormwater  management.  During  the  design  phase,  a  variety  of  stormwater  controls  could  be 
incorporated  into  construction  plans.  These  could  include  planting  vegetation  in  disturbed  areas 
as  soon  as  possible  after  construction;  constructing  retention  facilities;  and  implementing 
structural  controls  such  as  interceptor  dikes,  swales  (excavated  depressions),  silt  fences,  straw 
bales,  and  other  storm  drain  inlet  protection,  as  necessary,  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering 
inlet  structures. 

An  SWPPP  update  would  be  required,  and  the  requirements  of  the  EISA  would  be  followed  to 
maintain  or  restore,  to  the  maximum  extent  practical,  the  predevelopment  hydrology  of  the 
property  with  regard  to  temperature,  rate,  volume,  and  duration  of  flow. 

4.2. 8.4  Electrical  System 

To  estimate  the  change  in  residential  electrical  use  associated  with  personnel  and  their  dependents, 
data  from  the  USEIA  were  used  to  identify  that  residential  consumers  averaged  about  12.82  MWH 
per  person  per  year  (2,837,631  users)  in  Washington  in  2011  (the  best  available  statistics),  with  a 
total  of  about  36,376,143  MWH  consumed  (USEIA  2011).  Using  that  amount  as  a  planning  factor 
along  with  the  change  in  population,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  the 
state  annual  residential  demand  for  electricity  by  14,755  MWH  per  year.  This  represents  less  than 
1  percent  of  total  usage  in  2011.  Assuming  the  change  in  population  resides  on  Eairchild  AEB  and 
the  population  uses  electricity  at  the  2011  residential  average  rate  of  0.35  MWH  per  person  per 
day,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  the  average  daily  use  of  electricity  by 
40.42  MWH  per  day.  The  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  average  daily  demand  by  19  percent  of 
current  demand.  The  north  and  south  substations  have  the  capability  to  provide  redundant  power 
for  the  entire  base,  with  the  exception  of  limited  “load  shedding”  of  non-critical  mission 
requirements  during  peak  loading  periods  when  the  north  substation  is  supplying  all  base  loads  (the 
south  substation  is  out  of  service).  There  are  projects  programmed  to  increase  the  size  of  the  north 
substation  and  increase  electrical  conductor  sizes  at  critical  points  to  eliminate  load  shedding  for 
redundant  capability. 

4. 2. 8. 5  Natural  Gas  System 

Eor  residential  natural  gas  consumption  estimations,  data  from  the  USEIA  were  used  to  identify 
that  approximately  1,079,277  residential  consumers  in  Washington  used  about  85,393  MMcf  of 
natural  gas  in  2011  (USEIA  2011).  This  equates  to  an  average  of  about  0.08  MMcf  per  person 
per  year.  Using  that  amount  as  a  planning  factor  along  with  the  change  in  population, 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  state  annual  residential  demand  for 
natural  gas  by  92  MMcf.  This  represents  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  state-wide  usage  in  201 1. 

4. 2. 8. 6  Solid  Waste  Management 

All  solid  waste  is  collected  and  transported  off  site  for  disposal.  Off-base  contractors  completing 
any  C&D  projects  at  Eairchild  AEB  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  by 
these  activities.  Using  methodology  developed  by  the  USEPA  (USEPA  2009b),  it  is  estimated 
that  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  result  in  approximately  22,937  tons  of  C&D 
debris. 
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Disposal  of  the  debris  would  be  through  an  integrated  C&D  debris  diversion  approach  or 
removal  to  landfills.  The  integrated  C&D  debris  diversion  approach  includes  reuse,  recycling, 
volume  reduction/energy  recovery,  and  similar  diversion  actions.  Contractors  would  be  required 
to  comply  with  Federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the  collection  and  disposal  of  municipal 
solid  waste  from  the  base.  Much  of  this  material  can  be  recycled,  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted 
from  landfills.  C&D  waste,  including  waste  contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  LBP,  or 
other  undesirable  components,  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with  AFI  32-7042,  “Waste 
Management.”  The  DoD  has  set  a  target  C&D  debris  diversion  rate  of  60  percent  by  fiscal  year 
2015  (DoD  2012).  Applying  this  diversion  target  rate  to  the  potential  amount  of  C&D  debris 
would  result  in  approximately  13,763  tons  of  C&D  debris  being  diverted  for  reuse  or  recycling 
and  approximately  9,175  tons  being  placed  in  landfills.  This  would  potentially  be  a  short-term, 
minor,  adverse  impact  that  the  landfill  could  absorb,  as  the  Graham  Road  Recycling  and 
Disposal  landfill  accepts  an  average  of  122,000  tons  of  waste  annually,  including  C&D  waste. 
The  overall  remaining  capacity  of  the  landfill  is  13  million  tons  with  a  projected  life  remaining 
of  103  years  (Waste  Management  2013). 

Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  base.  C&D  debris,  including  debris 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  LBP,  or  other  hazardous  components,  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  AFI  32-7042,  “Waste  Management.” 

4. 2.8.7  T ransportation 

Implementation  of  any  of  the  facilities  and  infrastructure  projects  planned  for  the  proposed 
KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  require  the  delivery  of  materials  to,  and 
removal  of,  construction-related  debris  from  demolition,  renovation,  and  new  construction  sites. 
Trucks  associated  with  these  activities  would  access  the  base  via  the  Rambo  Gate,  which  is  used 
for  commercial  vehicles.  Construction  crews  would  access  the  base  via  the  Main  Gate  or  the 
Rambo  Gate.  Construction-related  traffic  would  comprise  a  small  portion  of  the  total  existing 
traffic  volume  in  the  area  and  at  the  base.  Increased  traffic  associated  with  these  activities  could 
contribute  to  increased  congestion  at  the  entry  gates,  delays  in  the  processing  of  access  passes, 
and  degradation  of  the  affected  road  surfaces. 

Additionally,  intermittent  traffic  delays  and  temporary  road  closures  could  result  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  facility  and  infrastructure  project  sites.  Potential  congestion  impacts 
could  be  avoided  or  minimized  by  scheduling  truck  deliveries  outside  of  the  peak  inbound  traffic 
time  and  by  having  construction  workers  use  the  Rambo  Gate  instead  of  the  Main  Gate.  Also, 
many  of  the  heavy  construction  vehicles  would  be  driven  to  the  site  and  kept  on  base  for  the 
duration  of  the  C&D  activities,  resulting  in  relatively  few  additional  trips.  Traffic  delays  would 
be  temporary  in  nature,  ending  once  construction  activities  have  ceased.  As  a  result,  no  long¬ 
term  impacts  to  on-  or  off-base  transportation  systems  are  anticipated. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  result  in  a  minor  increase  of  438  on-base  mission 
personnel  (full-time  military,  DoD  civilians,  other  base  personnel),  an  increase  of  approximately 
7.5  percent  in  daily  commuting  traffic  to  and  from  the  base.  In  addition  to  the  increase  in 
personnel,  there  would  also  be  a  small  increase  in  dependent  and  commercial  traffic.  This 
assumes  that  all  personnel  and  dependents  live  off  base,  work  standard  workdays,  and  drive 
individually  to  the  base.  This  increase  in  base  mission  personnel  could  increase  congestion  and 
queuing  at  the  Main  Gate  and  the  Thorpe/Rambo  Gate  during  morning  and  evening  rush  hours. 
To  minimize  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts,  the  base  could  adjust  the  schedule  of  operations 
to  accommodate  this  increase,  upgrade  the  entry  gates  (e.g.,  provide  additional  lanes),  and/or 
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provide  additional  personnel  at  the  gates  to  process  security  checks  during  the  peak  hours. 
Regional  access  roads  and  the  on-base  road  network  have  adequate  capacity  to  absorb  the  small 
amount  of  additional  traffic  without  major  impacts  on  traffic  flow,  circulation,  or  level  of 
service. 

4.2.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4.2.9. 1  Hazardous  Materials  Management 

Section  4. 1.9.5  describes  the  hazardous  materials  management  specific  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft. 
No  new  hazardous  materials  would  be  added  that  exceed  Fairchild  AFB’s  current  hazardous 
waste  processes.  Existing  procedures  for  the  centralized  management  of  the  procurement, 
handling,  storage,  and  issuance  of  hazardous  materials  through  HAZMARTs  are  adequate  to 
handle  the  changes  anticipated  with  the  replacement  of  the  KC-135  mission  (30  aircraft)  with  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  (36  aircraft),  but  would  be  expanded  to  meet  the  increased  use. 

4.2.9. 1 . 1  Aboveground  and  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

The  replacement  of  30  KC-135  aircraft  with  36  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Fairchild  AFB  has  the 
potential  to  increase  the  maximum  daily  consumption  of  JP-8.  The  increase  in  fuel  consumption 
would  be  supported  by  the  current  infrastructure  at  the  base.  Some  of  the  new  and  remodeled 
facilities  would  require  the  addition  of  new  ASTs,  USTs,  and  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous 
waste  containers.  The  new  and  remodeled  facilities  would  be  constructed  with  berms  and  drains 
leading  to  OWSs,  if  required,  to  contain  releases  of  petroleum  products. 

4. 2. 9. 1.2  Toxic  Substances 

Several  demolition,  renovation,  and  addition/alteration  projects  are  planned  as  part  of  the  proposed 
KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario.  Any  renovation,  construction,  or  demolition  project  proposed  at 
Fairchild  AFB  would  be  reviewed  to  determine  if  ACM  is  present.  Volume  II,  Appendix  E, 
Table  E-3,  contains  a  list  of  buildings  proposed  for  modification  and  their  potential  to  contain 
ACMs.  If  it  is  unknown  if  ACM  is  present  in  the  project  work  area,  the  asbestos  database  and  shop 
and  real  property  records  would  be  reviewed  to  determine  the  presence  of  ACM.  If  it  is  still 
unknown  if  ACM  is  present  in  the  work  area,  sampling  and  analysis  for  asbestos  would  be 
conducted.  Any  exposed  friable  asbestos  would  be  removed  in  accordance  with  all  applicable 
Eederal,  state,  local,  and  USAE  rules  and  regulations.  Before  initiating  the  ACM  work,  required 
notifications  to  the  Spokane  Regional  Clean  Air  Agency  would  be  completed.  No  work  on  an 
ACM  project  would  be  conducted  unless  it  is  performed  by  persons  with  current  certificates  of 
training  in  accordance  with  standards  established  by  OSHA  and  the  USEPA.  All  ACM  wastes 
would  be  disposed  of  within  10  days  of  removal  at  a  waste  disposal  site  authorized  to  accept  such 
waste.  Additionally,  all  handling  and  disposal  of  ACM  wastes  would  be  performed  in  accordance 
with  the  Eairchild  AEB  Asbestos  Management  Plan  (Eairchild  APB  201  la)  and  in  compliance  with 
Eederal,  state,  and  local  regulations. 

A  comprehensive  base-wide  EBP  survey  at  Eairchild  APB  has  not  been  completed.  In 
accordance  with  the  Eairchild  APB  Eead  Exposure  and  Eead-Based  Paint  Management  Plan 
(Eairchild  APB  2011b),  all  renovation,  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  projects 
proposed  at  Eairchild  APB  would  be  reviewed  to  determine  if  EBP  is  present  and  if  it  would  be 
disturbed.  To  the  extent  possible,  the  presence  of  EBP  within  the  work  area  would  be  identified 
prior  to  work  beginning.  Additionally,  an  EBP  survey  would  be  completed  prior  to  any 
renovation  or  demolition  work  at  pre-1980  facilities  at  Eairchild  APB.  Volume  II,  Appendix  E, 
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Table  E-3,  contains  a  list  of  buildings  proposed  for  modification  and  their  potential  to  contain 
LBP.  If  it  is  unknown  if  LBP  is  present  in  the  project  work  area,  the  LBP  database  and  shop  and 
real  property  records  would  be  reviewed  to  determine  the  presence  of  LBP.  If  it  is  still  unknown 
if  LBP  is  present  in  the  work  area,  sampling  and  analysis  for  LBP  would  be  completed. 
Additionally,  the  handling  and  disposal  of  LBP  wastes  would  be  in  accordance  with  the 
Lairchild  APB  Lead  Exposure  and  Lead-Based  Paint  Management  Plan  (Pairchild  APB  2011b) 
and  in  compliance  with  Pederal,  state,  and  local  requirements  and  regulations. 

Because  some  of  the  buildings  proposed  for  renovation  or  demolition  were  constructed  prior  to 
1979,  it  is  assumed  that  they  could  have  polychlorinated  biphenyl  (PCB) -containing  equipment 
(fluorescent  light  ballasts).  The  buildings  that  would  be  affected  by  demolition,  renovation,  or 
alteration,  their  years  of  construction,  and  their  potential  for  PCB-containing  equipment  to  be 
present  are  summarized  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  E,  Table  E-3.  In  facilities  proposed  for  demolition 
or  renovation,  any  potential  PCB-containing  equipment  not  labeled  PCB-free  or  missing  date-of- 
manufacture  labels  would  be  removed  and  handled  in  accordance  with  Pederal  and  state 
regulations  and  the  base  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  (HWMP)  (Pairchild  APB  2011c). 
PCB-containing  materials  would  be  transported  off  base  and  disposed  of  at  a  hazardous  waste 
disposal  facility  (Pairchild  APB  2012c). 

Although  minor  increases  in  the  management  requirements  for  ACM  and  LBP  removal  are 
anticipated,  no  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A 
MOB  1  scenario  at  Pairchild  APB,  and  long-term  benefits  from  removal  of  toxic  substances  are 
anticipated. 

4.2.9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

Section  4. 1.9.4  describes  the  hazardous  waste  management  specific  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft. 
Pairchild  APB  would  continue  to  operate  as  a  large-quantity  generator  (LQG)  and  would 
generate  hazardous  wastes  during  various  operations  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with 
the  replacement  of  KC-135  mission.  Waste-associated  maintenance  materials  include  adhesives, 
sealants,  conversion  coatings,  corrosion  preventative  compounds,  hydraulic  fluids,  lubricants, 
oils,  paints,  polishes,  thinners,  cleaners,  strippers,  tapes,  and  wipes.  No  new  hazardous  materials 
would  be  added  that  exceed  the  base’s  current  hazardous  waste  processes.  The  Fairchild  APB 
HWMP  (Pairchild  APB  2011c)  would  be  updated  to  reflect  any  change  in  disposal  procedures 
and  any  changes  of  hazardous  waste  generators  and  waste  accumulation  points.  No  adverse 
impacts  are  anticipated  from  the  increased  volume.  All  hazardous  wastes  would  be  handled  and 
managed  in  accordance  with  Pederal,  state,  and  local  regulations. 

4.2.93  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

Some  of  the  proposed  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  projects  associated  with  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Pairchild  APB  are  on  or  adjacent  to  active  ERP  sites.  The  USAP 
would  coordinate  with  the  restoration  office  before  any  construction,  demolition,  or  renovation  is 
initiated.  Although  formal  construction  waivers  are  not  required,  the  USAP  does  require  reviews 
of  excavation  and/or  construction  siting  and  compatibility  with  environmental  cleanup  sites  be 
conducted  and  documented  in  accordance  with  current  EIAP  processes,  as  specified  in 
API  32-7061.  Additionally,  new  construction  within  ERP  sites  at  Pairchild  APB  must  be 
approved  by  the  Pacility  Utilization  Board  and  coordinated  with  the  92nd  Civil  Engineer 
Squadron. 

The  USAP  will  ensure  that  these  projects  are  coordinated  with  ongoing  remediation  or 
investigation  activities  at  any  ERP  site.  However,  if  existing  plans  and  procedures  are  followed. 
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there  would  be  no  anticipated  impacts  on  these  ERP  sites.  During  C&D  activities,  there  is  the 
potential  to  encounter  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater  in  areas  associated  with  ERP  sites. 
There  is  also  the  possibility  that  undocumented  contaminated  soils  from  historical  fuel  spills  may 
be  present.  If  encountered,  storage/transport/disposal  of  contaminated  groundwater/soils  would 
be  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  Eederal,  state,  and  local  regulations;  APIs;  and  base 
policies.  If  soil  or  groundwater  contaminants  are  encountered  during  C&D  activities,  health  and 
safety  precautions,  including  worker  awareness  training,  may  be  required. 

The  MOB  1  scenario  at  Pairchild  APB  would  require  the  demolition  of  Buildings  1011,  1013, 
1015,  1017,  1018,  1019,  1021,  1023,  and  2120;  the  renovation  or  addition/alteration  of  Buildings 
1025,  2005,  2007,  2040,  2045,  2050,  and  2097;  and  the  construction  of  new  aprons,  a  fuel 
hydrant  loop,  and  a  fuel  stand  within  the  footprint  of  ERP  Site  SS-39.  This  ERP  site  consists  of 
TCP-contaminated  soil  and  a  TCP  and  carbon  tetrachloride-contaminated  groundwater  plume 
extending  across  the  base  over  an  area  of  approximately  2  miles  long  and  a  third  of  a  mile  wide. 
Groundwater  within  Site  SS-39  is  encountered  at  depths  ranging  from  3  to  about  50  feet  bgs. 
Based  on  the  shallow  water  table  in  some  areas  of  this  site,  it  is  possible  that  groundwater  may 
be  encountered  during  C&D.  ERP  Site  SS-39  is  currently  in  the  remedial  action  phase  and 
awaiting  a  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  (Pairchild  APB  201  If,  2013). 

ERP  Site  SS-26  is  located  along  Taxiway  1,  adjacent  to  Buildings  1015,  1017,  and  1019,  which 
would  be  demolished  under  this  alternative.  This  site  is  also  within  the  proposed  new  aprons  and 
fuels  upgrade  construction  area.  Contamination  associated  with  this  site,  benzene  in  the 
groundwater,  is  attributed  to  leaking  jet  fuel  distribution  lines.  Groundwater  at  the  site  is 
typically  at  6  to  10  feet  bgs.  Based  on  the  relatively  shallow  water  table,  it  is  possible  that 
groundwater  could  be  encountered  during  construction.  The  selected  remedy  at  ERP  Site  SS-26 
is  long-term  monitoring  (Pairchild  APB  2012e,  2013). 

ERP  Site  SS-27  is  located  east  and  northeast  of  Building  1011,  which  would  be  demolished 
under  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Pairchild  APB.  This  site  is  also  within  the  proposed  new  aprons 
and  fuels  upgrade  construction  area.  ERP  Site  SS-27  is  associated  with  a  flightline  fuel  spill  that 
was  closed  under  No  Purther  Action  with  approval  from  USEPA  and  Washington  State 
Department  of  Ecology. 

ERP  Site  TU-500,  the  West  Defuel  Site,  is  located  just  north  of  Buildings  1011  and  1013.  These 
buildings  would  be  demolished  as  part  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Pairchild  APB.  TU-500  is  also 
within  the  proposed  new  aprons  and  fuels  upgrade  construction  area.  This  site  is  associated  with 
a  UST  that  was  removed  in  1995  and  is  currently  awaiting  remedial  investigation  (some  interim 
remedial  action  cleanup  has  occurred).  VOCs,  mainly  benzene,  toluene,  ethylbenzene,  and 
xylene  (BTEX),  in  the  groundwater  and  soil  are  the  contaminants  associated  with  this  site. 
Groundwater  at  the  site  is  typically  around  8  feet  bgs  and  may  be  encountered  during  C&D 
(Pairchild  APB  201  Ig,  2013). 

ERP  Site  TU-508  is  located  under  and  around  Building  2050.  This  building  would  be  renovated 
and  incur  construction  as  part  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Pairchild  APB.  ERP  Site  TU-508  is 
associated  with  the  removal  of  USTs  in  1994  and  is  currently  awaiting  completion  of  a  Site 
Inspection.  Pead  in  soil  is  the  contaminant  associated  with  this  site. 

There  are  41  groundwater  monitoring  wells  (MW-32,  MW-33,  MW-34,  MW-35,  MW-66, 
MW-67,  MW-67A,  MW-67B,  MW-68,  MW- 107,  MW- 111,  MW- 112,  MW- 183,  MW- 186, 
MW- 188,  MW- 189,  MW- 190,  MW-264,  MW-297,  MW-328,  MW-330,  MW-334,  MW-375, 
MW-386,  MW-387,  MW-388,  MW-391,  MW-392,  MW-404,  MMW-1013-2,  MMW-1013-3, 
MMW-1013-4,  MMW-1015-2,  MMW-1015-3,  MMW-1015-4,  MMW-1017-2,  MMW-1017-4, 
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MMW-1019-3,  WDF-MP-9,  WDF-MP-10  and  WDF-MP-15)  located  within  or  near  the 
proposed  new  aprons  and  fuels  upgrade  construction  area  that  may  need  to  be  modified  or 
abandoned  and  replaced. 

4.2.10  Socioeconomics 

4.2.10.1  Population 

The  current  personnel  at  Fairchild  AFB  and  the  projected  change  anticipated  to  support  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  are  provided  in  Table  2-10.  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario 
would  potentially  add  up  to  1,095  people  to  Spokane  County,  resulting  in  an  approximate 
0.2  percent  county  population  increase.  This  potential  increase  is  based  on  the  assumption  that 
the  1  DoD  civilian,  35  part-time  Guardsmen,  and  20  contractors  would  be  from  Spokane  County. 

4.2.10.2  Economic  Activity  (Employment  and  Earnings) 

As  shown  in  Table  2-10,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  would 
increase  the  work  force  by  438  total  personnel  (after  taking  into  consideration  the  manpower 
decrease  associated  with  the  KC-135  drawdown).  The  personnel  would  comprise  417  full-time 
military,  1  DoD  civilian,  and  20  contractors.  The  addition  of  438  personnel  at  Fairchild  AFB 
would  increase  on-base  jobs  from  4,486  to  4,924,  or  an  approximate  9.7  percent  increase.  The 
IMPLAN  model  calculates  that  approximately  303  indirect  and  induced  jobs  in  the  ROI  would 
be  created  by  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario,  with  most  of  the  jobs  being 
created  in  industries  such  as  food  services,  offices  of  physicians  and  health  practitioners,  and 
private  hospitals.  With  a  2012  unemployment  rate  of  8.6  percent  (the  most  recent  annual  average 
for  labor  force  data  by  county),  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor  force  would  be  sufficient  to  fill 
these  new  jobs  without  a  migration  of  workers  into  the  area. 

Construction  activities,  in  general,  provide  economic  benefits  to  the  surrounding  areas  through 
the  employment  of  construction  workers,  as  well  as  the  purchase  of  materials  and  equipment. 
These  construction  activities  would  be  temporary  and  would  only  provide  a  limited  economic 
benefit.  For  every  $100  million  spent  on  construction  of  other  new  nonresidential  structures  in 
the  ROI,  an  estimated  1,442  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  jobs  would  be  created  (MIG  2012).  The 
USAF  estimates  that  approximately  $292  million  in  construction  expenditures  would  be 
associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB.  This  could  generate  approximately 
3,022  jobs  primarily  within  the  construction  industry  or  related  industries,  including  food 
services,  retail  stores,  and  architectural  and  engineering  services  (MIG  2012).  Since  the 
construction  activities  are  scheduled  over  several  years  and  it  would  be  possible  for  a  single 
worker  to  work  on  multiple  projects,  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor  force  in  the  ROI  and  in  the 
surrounding  areas  would  be  sufficient  to  fill  these  new  jobs.  The  indirect  and  induced  income 
associated  with  construction  expenditures  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  $65.5  million.  These 
jobs,  and  the  related  income,  would  be  temporary  during  the  construction  activity. 

4.2.10.3  Housing 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  potentially  generate  a  need  for  approximately 
417  housing  units.  This  is  based  on  the  difference  between  the  drawdown  of  1,239  full-time 
military  personnel  relative  to  the  1,656  incoming  full-time  military  personnel  and  the  assumption 
that  only  full-time  military  personnel  would  require  housing.  Under  these  assumptions  and  based 
on  the  number  of  vacant  homes  described  in  Section  3.2.10.1.3,  the  housing  market  in  the  ROI 
would  be  anticipated  to  support  this  need.  However,  prior  to  implementing  the  MOB  1  scenario, 
an  HRMA  would  be  required  to  determine  the  number  of  suitable  and  available  housing  units 
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within  the  HRMA-defined  market  area  (20  miles  or  one-hour  commute  drive  from  base  gate, 
whichever  is  shorter).  No  incoming  students  would  be  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Fairchild  AFB. 

4.2.10.4  Education 

As  shown  in  Table  2-10,  the  overall  change  in  the  number  of  military  dependents  and  family 
members  accompanying  additional  USAF  personnel  associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  and  departing  with  the  KC-135  mission  would  be  approximately  678  persons.  The  total 
number  of  school-aged  children  was  estimated  at  1.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military 
personnel  only  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  and  the  existing  KC-135  mission.  Therefore, 
approximately  407  students  would  be  anticipated  to  enter  the  Spokane  Public  School  District. 
This  change  represents  a  potential  1.4  percent  increase  in  the  total  enrollment  of  the  Spokane 
Public  School  District.  Based  on  the  number  of  schools  in  the  county  and  the  current  class  sizes, 
the  schools  would  have  the  capacity  to  support  the  incoming  students.  The  students  entering  the 
local  schools  would  be  of  varying  ages  and  would  be  expected  to  live  in  different  parts  of 
Spokane  County.  However,  space  available  for  new  enrollments  depends  on  the  timing  of  the 
relocation  and  which  schools  the  students  would  attend.  A  large  influx  of  students  over  a  short 
period  would  result  in  capacity  constraints  and  would  require  additional  personnel. 

4.2.10.5  Public  Services 

Spokane  County  represents  a  large  community  with  police,  fire,  and  other  services.  The  addition 
of  approximately  1,095  USAF-related  personnel  and  dependents  would  represent  a  0.2  percent 
increase  of  the  existing  county  population.  The  increase  would  not  be  expected  to  affect  police, 
fire,  or  other  services. 

4.2.10.6  Base  Services 

Base  services  have  adequate  capacity  in  the  CDC,  housing,  fitness,  and  dining  facilities  under  the 

existing  infrastructure  to  support  the  proposed  MOB  1  scenario  due  to  the  drawdown  of  the 
KC-135  mission. 

4.2.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Analysis  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  noise  contours  relative  to  the  baseline  contours  at  Fairchild  AFB 
indicates  that  off-base  populations  of  minorities,  low-income  persons,  and  children  would  not  be 
exposed  to  noise  levels  above  what  is  occurring  under  the  baseline  conditions.  Therefore, 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  is  not  anticipated  to  result  in 
disproportionate  impacts  on  these  off-base  populations  (see  Table  4-15). 


Table  4-15,  Percentage  of  Off-Base  Population  Potentially  Exposed  to  Noise  Levels  of  65  dB 

DNL  or  Greater  for  Fairchild  AFB 


Scenario 

Percentage  Minority 

Percentage  Low-Income 

Percentage  Children 
(Under  18) 

65-69 
dB  DNL 

70-74 
dB  DNL 

65-69 
dB  DNL 

70-74 
dB  DNL 

65-69 
dB  DNL 

70-74 
dB  DNL 

MOB  1 

15% 

0% 

26% 

0% 

20% 

0% 

Baseline 

(Existing  Conditions) 

15% 

18% 

26% 

0% 

20% 

0% 

Region  of  Comparison 

13% 

14% 

23% 
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4.3  GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  (MOB  1) 

This  section  of  Chapter  4  presents  the  operational  and  environmental  factors  specific  to 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  Section  2.4  describes  the  facilities  and  infrastructure,  personnel,  and  flight 
operations  requirements  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  and  the  specific  actions  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  that  would  be  required  to  implement  this  scenario.  As  described  in 
Section  4.5,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  mean  that  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  not 
be  implemented  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  at  this  time.  In  addition  to  no  facility  or  personnel  changes, 
there  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  and  existing  remotely  piloted 
aircraft  (RPA)  operations  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  continue  as  described  for  baseline 
conditions.  The  319th  Air  Base  Wing  (ABW)  would  continue  their  base  operating  and  direct 
operation  support  mission  as  described  under  baseline  conditions. 

4.3.1  Noise 

4. 3. 1.1  Base  Vicinity 

KC-46A  aircraft  are  louder  than  the  propeller-driven  MQ- 1  Predator  and  MQ-9  Reaper  RPA  but 
are  not  as  loud  as  the  jet-powered  RQ-4  Global  Hawk  aircraft  in  typical  landing  and  takeoff 
configurations  (see  Table  4-16).  Aircraft  flying  at  higher  altitudes  may  not  have  flaps  and  gear 
deployed  as  they  would  when  in  landing  or  takeoff  configurations,  resulting  in  slightly  lower 
noise  levels  than  shown  in  the  table.  KC-135  aircraft,  which  were  based  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 
until  recently,  are  slightly  louder  than  the  KC-46A  in  both  landing  and  takeoff  configurations. 


Table  4-16.  Aircraft  Noise  Level  Comparison  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 


Aircraft 

Power 

Setting 

Sound  Exposure  Level  at  Overflight  Distance  (in  decibels) 

250  feet 

500  feet 

1,000  feet 

2,000  feet 

5,000  feet 

10,000  feet 

Landing 

KC-46A 

60%  N1 

96 

91 

85 

79 

70 

61 

Predator  (MQ-1) 

50%  RPM 

77 

73 

68 

63 

56 

49 

Reaper  (MQ-9) 

50%  RPM 

82 

78 

73 

68 

60 

53 

Global  Hawk  (RQ-4) 

87%  RPM 

101 

97 

92 

86 

78 

70 

Takeoff 

KC-46A 

92%  N1 

107 

102 

96 

88 

78 

69 

Predator  (MQ-1) 

100%  RPM 

87 

82 

78 

72 

65 

58 

Reaper  (MQ-9) 

100%  RPM 

85 

81 

76 

72 

65 

58 

Global  Hawk  (RQ-4) 

100%  RPM 

117 

113 

108 

102 

93 

85 

Key:  Power  Units:  N1  -  engine  speed  at  Location  No.  1;  RPM  -  revolutions  per  minute 

Source:  NOISEMAP  7.2  Maximum  Omega  10  Results;  T-41  used  as  surrogate  noise  source  for  MQ-1;  Cessna  441  used  as  surrogate  noise  source 


for  MQ-9  (noise  reduced  3  dB  to  account  for  one  TPE331  engine  on  MQ-9  rather  than  two  on  Cessna  441);  T-45  used  as  surrogate  noise 
source  for  RQ-4. 

KC-46A  aircraft  would  use  similar  flight  procedures  to  those  used  by  the  KC-135  aircraft  that 
had  been  based  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  until  recently.  Of  the  proposed  KC-46A  operations, 
approximately  25  percent  of  takeoffs  and  40  percent  of  landings  would  be  tactical.  Tactical 
operations  are  designed  to  reduce  the  risk  of  ground-based  threats  to  the  aircraft  in  forward 
operating  locations.  The  KC-46A  aircrews  would  conduct  about  10  percent  of  total  airfield 
operations  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 
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As  part  of  the  ANG  associate  unit  operations,  the  KC-46A  would  be  flown  on  some  weekend 
days  as  part  of  Guard  associate  unit  operations.  KC-46A  training  flights  would  be  conducted 
312  days  per  year.  However,  mission  sorties,  in  which  the  aircraft  is  supporting  real-world 
operations,  could  take  place  on  any  day  of  the  year.  Currently,  aircraft  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  are 
operated  approximately  260  days  per  year,  ANG  aircraft  are  operated  156  days  per  year,  and  the 
Air  Combat  Command  (ACC)  Global  Hawk  aircraft  are  operated  130  days  per  year. 

The  RPA  missions  conduct  approximately  14,946  airfield  operations  per  year  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  add  33,710  airfield 
operations  per  year,  resulting  in  48,656  annual  operations.  However,  this  airfield  operation 
tempo  would  be  similar  to  the  missions  that  Grand  Forks  AFB  has  hosted  in  the  past. 

Noise  levels  near  Grand  Forks  AFB  were  calculated  using  the  computer  program  NOISEMAP 
(Version  7.2),  with  the  location-specific  effect  of  terrain  and  ground  impedance  included  in  the 
analysis.  Details  of  the  methods  used  to  calculate  noise  levels  and  the  population  affected  by 
elevated  noise  can  be  found  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.I.3.  Annoyance  is  a  subjective 
response  that  is  often  triggered  by  interference  of  noise  with  activities.  Individuals  engaged  in 
activities  more  easily  disrupted  by  noise  (e.g.,  conversation,  sleeping,  or  watching  television)  are 
more  likely  to  become  annoyed  than  others.  Although  the  reaction  of  an  individual  to  noise 
depends  on  a  wide  variety  of  factors,  social  surveys  have  found  a  correlation  between  the  time- 
averaged  noise  level  as  measured  in  DNL  and  the  percentage  of  the  affected  population  that  is 
highly  annoyed  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.I.3.I).  It  is  widely  accepted  that 
65  dB  DNL  is  the  noise  level  at  which  a  substantial  percentage  of  the  population  can  be  expected 
to  be  annoyed  by  noise,  and  this  has  been  adopted  by  the  USAF  and  several  other  Federal 
agencies  as  the  level  above  which  noise-sensitive  land  uses  are  not  considered  compatible  (see 
Section  3.3.7  and  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.  1.3.2). 

Figure  4-4  depicts  the  noise  contours  associated  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  The  noise  contours  are  displayed  in  5  dB  increments  from  65  dB 
DNL  to  85  dB  DNL  and  are  compared  to  the  baseline  contours.  Details  of  the  methods  used  to 
calculate  noise  levels  and  population  affected  by  elevated  noise  can  be  found  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  B,  Section  B.I.3.  Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  the 
number  of  off-base  acres  affected  by  noise  levels  equal  to  or  greater  than  65  dB  DNL  from  0  to 
62  acres  (see  Table  4-17).  Although  there  is  an  increase  in  off-base  acres  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL, 
the  estimated  number  of  off-base  residents  exposed  to  65  dB  would  remain  zero.  Analysis  of  aerial 
photography  of  the  area  did  not  reveal  residences  within  the  65  dB  contour. 


Table  4-17.  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Impacts  Relative  to  Baseline  Noise  at  Grand 

Forks  AFB 


Noise  Level 
(dB  DNL) 

Baseline  Conditions 

MOB  1  Scenario 

Off-Base 

Population 

Off-Base 

Acres 

On-Base 

Acres 

Off-Base 

Population 

Off-Base 

Acres 

On-Base 

Acres 

65-69 

0 

0 

341 

0 

62 

557 

70-74 

0 

0 

114 

0 

0 

322 

75-79 

0 

0 

10 

0 

0 

175 

80-84 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

>85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

Total 

0 

0 

465 

0 

62 

1,071 
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Figure  4-4,  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  and  Baseline  Noise  Contours  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 
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Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  not  expose  off-base 
areas  to  noise  levels  greater  than  80  dB  DNL.  Sixteen  acres  on  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  be 
exposed  to  noise  levels  of  80  dB  DNL  or  greater.  No  structures  would  be  affected  by  noise  levels 
of  80  dB  DNL  or  greater.  Hearing  loss  risk  among  people  working  in  high-noise  environments 
on  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  continue  to  be  assessed  and  managed  in  accordance  with  DoD, 
OSHA,  and  NIOSH  regulations  regarding  occupational  noise  exposure. 

Table  4-18  compares  noise  conditions  at  several  representative  locations  in  the  area  surrounding 
Grand  Forks  AFB  under  the  baseline  and  MOB  1  conditions.  The  representative  locations, 
depicted  on  Figure  4-4,  were  established  based  on  central  points  of  U.S.  Census  subdivisions  and 
therefore  do  not  represent  a  specific  noise-sensitive  receptor.  KC-46A  operations  would  result  in 
substantial  DNL  increases,  with  the  largest  increase  (13  dB)  occurring  at  Location  7.  These 
increases  are  substantial  due  to  the  lack  of  KC-135  aircraft  and  are  the  result  of  more  frequent 
aircraft  noise.  This  is  reflected  in  the  ranges  of  five  loudest  individual  overflight  events  at  the 
representative  locations.  At  2  of  the  11  locations  studied,  noise  resulting  from  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  operations  would  generate  the  highest  SEL.  At  8  of  the  11  locations  studied,  KC-46A 
operations  would  make  up  one  or  more  of  the  remaining  top  five  loudest  operation  types, 
increasing  the  low-end  value  of  the  top  five  SEL  range  relative  to  baseline  conditions 
(see  Table  4-18).  At  the  locations  surveyed,  based  Global  Hawk,  proposed  KC-46A,  and  transient 
aircraft  (i.e.,  KC-lOA  or  KC-135)  departure  and  closed  pattern  operations  would  generate  the 
highest  SELs.  Table  C-1-3  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-1,  details  the  major  noise- 
contributing  operations  at  each  location  under  baseline  conditions  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB. 


Table  4-18,  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Levels  at  Representative  Locations  Near 

Grand  Forks  AFB 


Location  ID 

Baseline  Conditions 

MOB  1  Scenario 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs  (dB)“ 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs  (dB)" 

1 

53 

91-97 

60 

92-97 

2 

54 

93-97 

59 

93-97 

3 

54 

90-97 

63 

90-97 

4 

49 

81-93 

57 

85-93 

5 

55 

93-98 

60 

93-98 

6 

47 

80-92 

57 

86-94 

7 

46 

78-85 

59 

83-94 

8 

49 

80-93 

52 

85-93 

9 

50 

87-96 

54 

88-96 

10 

53 

89-96 

57 

90-96 

11 

54 

85-97 

57 

88-97 

"  ‘Top  5  SELs’  refers  to  the  range  of  loudest  five  event  types  experienced  at  the  location  (see  Attachment  C-1). 


No  tribal  lands  are  located  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Grand  Forks  AFB,  and  no  cultural 
resource  sites  (i.e.,  historic  properties  per  36  CFR  §800.16)  or  sacred  sites  (under  EO  13007)  of 
importance  to  tribes  are  identified  within  or  near  the  base.  During  the  public  involvement  phases 
of  this  EIS  and  the  NHPA  Section  106  planning  processes,  two  tribes  issued  concern  that 
overflight  of  aircraft  may  have  the  potential  to  cause  a  disruption  to  fasting  and  prayers  of 
traditional  tribal  practitioners.  An  onsite  meeting  was  requested  by  one  of  these  tribes.  On 
5  December  2013,  USAF  representatives  met  with  tribal  council  members  to  informally  discuss 
project  alternatives.  Tribal  council  members  voiced  concern  over  noise  generated  from  flight 
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operations.  KC-46A  flight  operations  in  areas  not  immediately  adjacent  to  Grand  Forks  AFB 
would  be  at  high  altitudes  (18,000  feet  mean  sea  level  [MSL];  17,000  feet  AGL);  noise  generated 
during  these  operations  is  similar  to  ambient  noise  levels  and  subsequently  would  not  be 
expected  to  cause  disruption  to  activities.  Further  discussion  of  this  and  other  tribal  consultation 
can  be  found  in  Section  4.3.6. 

Turtle  River  State  Park  is  located  approximately  3  miles  west  of  Grand  Forks  AFB.  Although 
certain  KC-46A  operations  would  be  audible  at  Turtle  River  State  Park,  noise  levels  at  the  park 
would  be  substantially  less  than  65  dB  DNL.  Changes  to  type,  frequency,  and  timing  of  aircraft 
noise  at  the  park  would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  significant  noise  impacts.  Further  discussion 
of  the  effects  of  noise  on  land  use  can  be  found  in  Section  4.3.7. 

As  described  in  Section  2.3.3,  lOT&E  operations  would  be  conducted  at  the  MOB  1 
location.  lOT&E  operations  would  be  expected  to  be  indistinguishable  to  members  of  the  public 
from  standard  MOB  1  flying  operations  and  would  taper  off  before  the  MOB  1  reaches  full 
operations  tempo  such  that  annual  operations  listed  counts  for  MOB  1  would  not  be  exceeded. 

C&D  activities  in  support  of  the  proposed  beddown  would  be  conducted  in  the  context  of  an  active 
AEB  where  aircraft  and  other  types  of  noise  are  a  normal  part  of  the  environment.  Although 
equipment  would  be  muffled,  construction  activities  unavoidably  generate  localized  increases  in 
noise  qualitatively  different  from  aircraft  noise.  Eor  example,  a  typical  backhoe,  dozer,  and  crane 
generate  up  to  approximately  78,  82,  and  81  dB,  respectively,  at  a  distance  of  50  feet 
(EHWA  2006).  Construction  noise  would  be  minimized  in  accordance  with  local  regulations  and 
would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  lasting  only  the  duration  of  the  project.  Eurthermore, 
construction  activities  would  be  expected  to  take  place  during  normal  working  hours 
(i.e.,  7:00  A.M.  to  5:00  P.M.).  Some  people  living  or  working  near  the  construction  sites  may 
notice  and  be  annoyed  by  the  noise,  but  noise  impacts  would  not  be  substantial  enough  to  be 
considered  significant. 

4.3.2  Air  Quality 

The  following  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
the  proposed  KC-46A  construction  and  operational  activities  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB.  The 
immediate  area  surrounding  Grand  Eorks  AEB  within  Grand  Eorks  County  currently  attains  all 
of  the  NAAQS.  Therefore,  the  analysis  used  the  PSD  threshold  of  250  tons  per  year  of  a 
pollutant  as  an  indicator  of  significance  of  projected  air  quality  impacts.  Volume  II,  Appendix  D, 
Section  D.3.I,  of  this  Pinal  EIS  includes  estimations  of  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  HAPs,  and 
GHGs  from  proposed  sources  at  Grand  Porks  APB. 

Construction  -  The  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Porks  APB  would  require 
construction  and/or  renovation  of  airfield  facilities,  including  training  facilities,  hangars, 
taxiways,  and  maintenance  and  fueling  facilities.  Air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed 
construction  activities  would  occur  from  (1)  combustive  emissions  resulting  from  the  use  of 
fossil  fuel-powered  equipment  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  (PM10/PM2.5)  resulting  from  the 
operation  of  equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Construction  activity  data  were  developed  to  estimate 
proposed  construction  equipment  usages  and  associated  combustive  and  fugitive  dust  emissions 
for  each  project  alternative. 

Pactors  needed  to  derive  construction  source  emission  rates  were  obtained  from  the  Compilation 
of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Volume  I  (USEPA  1995);  the  USEPA 
NONROAD2008a  model  for  nonroad  construction  equipment  (USEPA  2009a);  and  the  USEPA 
MOVES2010b  model  for  on-road  vehicles  (USEPA  2013b). 
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Inclusion  of  standard  construction  practices  and  LEED  Silver  certification  into  proposed 
construction  activities  would  potentially  reduce  fugitive  dust  emissions  generated  from  the  use  of 
construction  equipment  on  exposed  soil  by  50  percent  from  uncontrolled  levels. 

Table  4-19  presents  estimates  of  emissions  from  construction  activities  that  would  occur  as  a 
result  of  implementing  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB.  These  data  show  that, 
for  each  year  of  construction,  total  emissions  would  remain  below  the  PSD  thresholds  used  to 
indicate  significance  or  insignificance.  Therefore,  temporary  construction  emissions  from 
KC-46A  construction  activities  would  produce  less  than  significant  air  quality  impacts.  The  main 
sources  of  PM10/PM2.5  emissions  would  be  fugitive  dust  from  the  operation  of  equipment  on 
unpaved  surfaces. 


Table  4-19,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  the  MOB  1  Scenario  at 

Grand  Forks  AFB 


Y  ear/ Construction 
Activity 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e  (mt) 

CY  2014 

Demolish  All  Buildings 

0.01 

0.10 

0.12 

0.00 

0.09 

0.02 

18 

Total  Building  Development 

3.61 

19.64 

33.90 

0.92 

85.81 

11.55 

4,472 

Parking  Apron/  Fuels 

Hydrant  Upgrade 

0.09 

0.49 

0.84 

0.02 

0.51 

0.13 

no 

Airfield  Lighting  Vault 

0.00 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

3 

Runway  and  Overrun 

Repairs 

3.70 

24.89 

39.26 

0.85 

4.30 

4.22 

6,303 

Taxi  way  A  Renovations 

0.12 

0.79 

1.26 

0.03 

0.17 

0.14 

203 

New  Taxiway  and  Parking 
Apron 

0.05 

0.31 

0.49 

0.01 

0.06 

0.05 

78 

Total  CY  2014 

7.58 

46.23 

75.90 

1.84 

90.95 

16.11 

11,188 

CY  2015 

Total  Building  Development 

0.47 

2.57 

4.62 

0.13 

2.80 

0.68 

639 

Parking  Apron/  Fuels 

Hydrant  Upgrade 

0.06 

0.28 

0.46 

0.01 

0.10 

0.05 

56 

Roads  and  Parking 

Upgrades  -  Asphalt 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

1 

New  Taxi  way  and  Parking 
Apron 

0.09 

2.38 

0.60 

0.01 

0.09 

0.07 

107 

Total  CY  2015 

0.62 

5.23 

5.68 

0.16 

3.00 

0.79 

803 

CY  2016 

Total  Building  Development 

0.03 

0.16 

0.31 

0.01 

0.14 

0.04 

45 

Roads  and  Parking 

Upgrades  -  Asphalt 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

2 

Total  CY  2016 

0.54 

2.96 

5.87 

0.17 

8.04 

1.26 

984 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Key;  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 
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Operations  -  Sources  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  would  include  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aircraft, 
(2)  onsite  POVs  and  GMVs,  (3)  offsite  POV  commutes,  (4)  AGE,  (5)  nonroad  mobile 
equipment,  (6)  mobile  fuel  transfer  operations,  and  (7)  stationary  and  other  sources.  Operational 
data  used  to  calculate  projected  KC-46A  aircraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  data  used  in  the 
project  noise  analyses  (see  Section  4.3.1).  Factors  used  to  calculate  combustive  emissions  for  the 
KC-46A  aircraft  were  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the 
PW4062  engine  (ICAO  2013b).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the  KC-46A  engine  were 
based  on  those  for  the  KC-135  aircraft  (Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center  2013). 

Emissions  from  most  non-aircraft  sources  generated  by  the  proposed  KC-46A  operations  were 
estimated  by  multiplying  existing  emissions  for  these  sources  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB  by  the  ratio  of 
total  employment  populations  associated  with  the  KC-46A  beddown  and  baseline  conditions  at 
Grand  Eorks  AEB.  The  air  quality  analysis  used  CY  2012  to  define  existing  emissions,  as  it 
included  the  most  recent  calendar  year  of  operational  activities  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB 
(see  Table  3-23).  However,  because  no  similar  aircraft  are  located  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB, 
emissions  from  the  usage  of  AGE  by  the  KC-46A  are  based  on  AGE  usages  for  existing  KC-135 
aircraft  at  Eairchild  AEB.  In  addition,  VOC  emissions  from  mobile  fuel  transfer  operations  were 
assumed  to  be  the  same  as  those  estimated  for  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Eairchild  AEB. 

The  analysis  of  proposed  aircraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  occur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typical  depth  of  the  atmospheric  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations.  In  general, 
aircraft  emissions  released  above  the  mixing  layer  would  not  appreciably  affect  ground-level  air 
quality. 

The  air  quality  impact  analysis  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  proposed  for  Grand  Eorks  AEB 
is  based  on  the  increase  in  emissions  associated  with  the  beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft.  To 
produce  a  conservative  analysis,  it  was  assumed  that  all  KC-46A  aircraft  would  become 
operational  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB  in  CY  2016. 

Table  4-20  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  implementation 
of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB.  These  data  show  that  the  increase  in 
emissions  from  the  addition  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not  exceed  250  tons  per  year  for  VOCs, 
SOx,  PMio,  or  PM2.5.  Therefore,  implementing  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Porks  APB 
would  produce  less  than  significant  impacts  on  these  pollutant  levels.  However,  these  data  also 
show  that  the  increase  in  CO  and  NOx  emissions  would  exceed  250  tons  per  year.  KC-46A 
aircraft  operations  and  on-wing  engine  testing  activities  are  the  primary  contributors  to  these 
emission  increases. 

The  majority  of  CO  and  NOx  emissions  would  result  from  the  operation  of  KC-46A  aircraft  up  to 
an  altitude  of  3,000  feet  AGE  and  across  the  several  square  miles  that  make  up  the 
Grand  Porks  APB  airspace  and  adjoining  aircraft  flight  patterns.  These  emissions  would  be 
adequately  dispersed  through  this  volume  of  atmosphere  to  the  point  that  they  would  result  in  no 
substantial  ground-level  impacts  in  a  localized  area.  Grand  Porks  County  generates  relatively 
low  amounts  of  CO  and  NOx  emissions  (see  Table  3-22)  and  it  attains  all  NAAQS.  As  a  result, 
proposed  CO  and  NOx  emissions  resulting  from  KC-46A  operations,  in  combination  with 
existing  emissions,  would  likely  not  be  substantial  enough  to  exceed  an  ambient  air  quality 
standard.  Therefore,  the  proposed  KC-46A  operations  at  Grand  Porks  APB  would  produce  less 
than  significant  air  quality  impacts. 
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Table  4-20.  Annual  Operations  Emissions  Under  the  MOB  1  Scenario  at  Grand  Forks 

AFB,  CY  2016 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e  (mt) 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

50.07 

201.74 

837.57 

45.42 

2.92 

2.49 

125,648 

On- Wing  Aircraft  Engine 

Testing  -  KC-46A 

14.39 

49.54 

28.94 

2.34 

0.21 

0.19 

6,286 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.59 

4.22 

4.80 

0.18 

0.71 

0.65 

857.54 

Unmanned  Aircraft  System 
Operations 

0.56 

2.48 

12.73 

1.04 

0.23 

0.23 

2,910 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.52 

1.90 

1.18 

0.12 

0.29 

0.29 

199 

On- Wing  Aircraft  Engine 

Testing  -  Unmanned  Aircraft 
Systems 

0.17 

0.71 

0.80 

0.10 

0.02 

0.02 

262 

AGE  -  Existing  Aircraft 

0.04 

0.31 

0.35 

0.01 

0.05 

0.05 

63 

Government-Owned  Vehicles 

0.02 

0.43 

0.47 

0.00 

0.03 

0.02 

141 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  On 
Base 

0.24 

12.63 

2.38 

0.03 

0.20 

0.12 

2,121 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off 
Base 

13.64 

102.30 

17.14 

0.26 

2.09 

6.28 

16,654 

Mobile  Euel  Transfer  Operations 

0.36 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

37.95 

21.35 

28.09 

0.17 

13.48 

2.25 

a 

Total  Grand  Forks  AFB 

Emissions  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

118.55 

397.60 

934.45 

49.67 

20.21 

12.58 

155,141 

Existing  Grand  Forks  AFB 
Emissions 

37.47 

111.21 

53.46 

1.56 

10.24 

2.95 

15,423 

Grand  Forks  AFB  MOB  1 
Scenario  Minus  Existing 
Emissions 

81.08 

286.39 

880.99 

48.12 

9.98 

9.63 

139,718 

MOB  1  Scenario  Net  Emissions 

Increase  Fraction  of  Grand 
Forks  County  Emissions 

0.01 

0.02 

0.22 

0.07 

0.001 

0.003 

0.29 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant. 

Key:  COic  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 


Early  in  its  planning,  the  USAF  reconsidered  its  operational  assumptions  and  projections  to 
avoid  or  reduce  potential  impacts  to  the  extent  feasible.  This  resulted  in  the  development  of 
alternatives  that  reduced  the  emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  to  the  extent  feasible  by  reducing  the 
number  of  near-field  operations,  such  as  landing  and  take-off  operations.  At  this  time,  the  USAF 
is  not  aware  of  any  other  feasible  mitigations  that  could  be  applied  to  further  reduce  the 
emissions  impact  from  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing  engine  testing  activities. 

Proposed  operations  under  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  emit  HAPs  that 
could  potentially  impact  public  health.  Proposed  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing  engine 
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testing  activities  would  generate  the  majority  of  HAPs  from  this  scenario.  As  discussed  above  for 
proposed  criteria  pollutant  impacts,  since  proposed  KC-46A  operations  would  occur 
intermittently  over  a  volume  of  atmosphere,  they  would  produce  minimal  ambient  impacts  of 
HAPs  in  a  localized  area. 

In  addition  to  presenting  estimates  of  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  implementation  of 
the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB,  the  following  considers  how  climate  change 
may  impact  the  KC-46A  beddown  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  For  Grand  Forks  AFB,  the  projected 
climate  change  impact  of  concern  is  increased  temperatures,  as  documented  in  Global  Climate 
Change  Impacts  in  the  United  States  (USGCRP  2009).  This  report  predicts  that  the  region 
surrounding  Grand  Forks  AFB  will  experience  (1)  shorter  winters  and  warmer  summers  and 
(2)  an  increase  in  precipitation,  particularly  heavier  rain  showers.  One  of  the  main  outcomes  of 
these  conditions  will  be  increased  flooding  in  the  region.  While  operations  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 
have  already  adapted  to  past  flooding  in  the  region,  exacerbation  of  these  conditions  in  the  future 
may  increase  the  cost  of  proposed  operations  and  could  impede  operations  during  extreme 
events.  Additional  measures  could  be  needed  to  mitigate  such  impacts. 

4.3.3  Safety 

This  section  addresses  the  potential  environmental  consequences  to  flight  and  ground  safety  that 
could  occur  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of  Grand  Forks  AFB  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A 
MOB  1  scenario. 

Grand  Forks  AFB  has  hosted  many  large  aircraft  missions  in  the  past,  and  large  aircraft  airfield 
provisions  remain  in  place.  However,  from  a  safety  perspective,  the  current  RPA  missions  are 
very  different  from  tanker  missions.  The  USAF  routinely  operates  large  aircraft  on  the  same 
airfield  with  RPAs  at  locations  worldwide  and,  although  mixing  RPAs  with  large  aircraft  is  not 
common  in  the  CONUS,  proper  planning  for  safety  has  proven  to  be  successful  in  operating 
mixed  aircraft  at  the  same  base.  Special  provisions  have  been  incorporated  into  the  KC-46A 
parking  plan  to  avoid  any  safety  issues  associated  with  jet  blast. 

4. 3. 3.1  Flight  Safety 

Aircraft  Mishaps  -  Reintroduction  of  an  aerial  refueling  mission  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  not 
anticipated  to  increase  the  flight  safety  risk.  As  discussed  previously,  the  accident  rate  for  the 
KC-46A  is  expected  to  be  similar  to  that  of  the  commercial  airframe  upon  which  it  is  based. 
Using  the  accident  rate  of  0.36  per  flight  cycle,  it  is  projected  that  the  probability  of  a  KC-46A 
accident  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airfield  would  be  low  (less  than  one  every  100  years;  see 
Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.3.3.I). 

Therefore,  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  not 
anticipated  to  result  in  any  net  increase  in  the  safety  risks  associated  with  aircraft  mishaps  or  any 
increase  in  the  risks  of  occurrence  of  those  mishaps. 

Also,  utilizing  the  former  KC-135  flight  patterns  and  the  existing  air  refueling  (AR)  tracks,  the 
KC-46A  is  not  anticipated  to  create  additional  flight  safety  risks.  The  FAA  requires  air  traffic 
control  deconfliction  of  RPAs  and  manned  aircraft  operating  in  the  Class  D  airspace  around 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  The  basing  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  is  not  anticipated  to  increase  the  risk  of 
aircraft  accidents. 

BirdAVildlife-Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  -  The  addition  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  and  the  associated 
operations  would  increase  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife- aircraft  strike  hazards  at  Grand  Forks  AFB. 
Grand  Forks  AFB  has  hosted  multiple  large  aircraft  missions  in  the  past  and  is  familiar  with 
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implementation  of  BASH  programs  and  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife- aircraft  strike  hazard  events  in 
this  area.  Ongoing  elements  of  the  Grand  Forks  AFB  BASH  Plan  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2009b) 
would  continue,  with  updates  as  required  to  address  the  operations  of  the  KC-46A. 

Additionally,  as  part  of  an  overall  strategy  to  reduce  BASH  risks,  the  USAF  has  developed  a 
Bird  Avoidance  Model  using  GIS  technology  as  a  tool  for  analysis  and  correlation  of  bird 
habitat,  migration,  and  breeding  characteristics  with  key  environmental  and  manmade  geospatial 
data.  The  model  was  created  to  provide  USAF  pilots  and  flight  schedulers/planners  with  a  tool 
for  making  informed  decisions  when  selecting  flight  routes  in  an  effort  to  protect  human  lives, 
wildlife,  and  equipment  during  air  operations.  This  information  is  integrated  into  required  pilot 
briefings,  which  take  place  prior  to  any  sortie. 

With  proposed  KC-46A  flight  operations  similar  to  those  previously  conducted  by  KC-135 
aircraft  at  Grand  Forks  AFB,  the  overall  potential  for  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes  is  not 
anticipated  to  be  significantly  greater  than  past  levels.  All  safety  actions  that  were  in  place  for 
KC-135  operations  would  be  reinstituted  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Grand  Forks  AFB  personnel 
have  developed  aggressive  procedures  designed  to  minimize  the  occurrence  of  bird/wildlife- 
aircraft  strikes,  and  have  documented  detailed  procedures  to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk 
of  bird  strikes.  When  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strike  hazard  risks  increase,  limits  are  placed  on  low- 
altitude  flight  and  some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches,  closed-pattern  pattern  work) 
in  the  airport  and  airspace  environments.  Special  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the 
potential  for  bird  strikes  is  high  within  the  airspace.  KC-46A  pilots  would  be  subject  to  these 
procedures.  Therefore,  no  significant  impact  would  occur  related  to  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strike 
hazard  issues. 

43.3.2  Ground  Safety 

The  basing  and  operation  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  would  require  close  coordination  between 
KC-46A  aircrews,  RPA  pilots,  and  air  traffic  control.  Operations  and  maintenance  procedures 
conducted  by  base  personnel  would  change  from  current  conditions  and  procedures  with  AFIs 
modified  to  incorporate  the  new  KC-46A.  All  current  activities  would  continue  to  be  conducted 
in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations,  technical  orders,  and  AFOSH  standards. 

The  parking  plan  for  the  36  KC-46A  aircraft  was  specifically  designed  to  minimize  conflict  with 
existing  RPA  missions.  No  unique  construction  practices  or  materials  would  be  required  as  part 
of  any  of  the  renovation,  addition,  or  construction  projects  associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  All  renovation  and  construction  activities  would  comply  with  all 
applicable  OSHA  regulations  to  protect  workers.  In  addition,  the  newly  constructed  buildings 
would  be  built  in  compliance  with  antiterrorism/force  protection  requirements.  The  USAF  does 
not  anticipate  any  significant  safety  impacts  as  a  result  of  construction,  demolition,  or  renovation 
if  all  applicable  AFOSH  and  OSHA  requirements  are  implemented.  Proposed  construction, 
renovation,  and  infrastructure  improvement  projects  related  to  the  KC-46A  would  be  consistent 
with  established  APZs,  and  no  significant  impacts  related  to  APZs  would  occur.  See  Volume  II, 
Appendix  B,  Figure  B-I,  for  the  typical  generic  CZ  and  APZ  dimensions. 

The  KC-46A  would  be  operated  in  an  airfield  environment  similar  to  the  operational 
environment  previously  found  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  Since  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  airframe  and 
would  require  response  actions  specific  to  the  aircraft,  the  emergency  and  mishap  response  plans 
would  be  updated  to  include  procedures  and  response  actions  necessary  to  address  a  mishap 
involving  the  KC-46A  and  associated  equipment.  With  this  update,  the  Grand  Forks  AFB  airfield 
safety  conditions  would  be  similar  to  baseline  conditions.  Therefore,  no  significant  impact  would 
occur  from  aircraft  mishaps  or  mishap  response. 


Final 


4-72 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


4.3.4  Soils  and  Water 

All  of  the  C&D  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  occur 
within  the  Grand  Forks  AFB  boundary.  The  majority  of  this  work  would  occur  on  previously 
disturbed  areas.  The  total  disturbed  area  for  the  projects  proposed  as  part  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  would  not  exceed  35  acres  (the  area  for  new  construction  and  additions/alterations). 

For  any  projects  that  result  in  soil  disturbance,  the  USAF  would  ensure  that  all  construction 
activities  are  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  stormwater  discharge  permit  to  control 
erosion  and  prevent  sediment,  debris,  or  other  pollutants  from  entering  the  stormwater  system. 
The  USAF  would  specify  compliance  with  the  stormwater  discharge  permit  in  the  contractor 
construction  requirements. 

The  Grand  Forks  AFB  SWPPP  for  industrial  facilities  identifies  control  practices  to  be  followed 
for  spill  prevention  and  response,  routine  inspection  of  discharges  at  sites,  and  proper  training  of 
employees.  The  SWPPP  would  be  updated  to  reflect  the  land  disturbance  associated  with  the 
proposed  KC-46A  development  projects. 

No  sensitive  groundwater  resources,  surface  water  resources,  or  floodplains  are  present  within 
the  project  area. 

4.3.5  Biological  Resources 

43.5.1  Vegetation 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  have  similar  potential 
impacts  on  vegetation  as  described  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  All  of  the  projects 
would  occur  in  currently  developed  or  disturbed  areas  that  provide  little  habitat  value  and  are 
anticipated  to  result  in  no  significant  impacts  on  vegetation. 

43.5.2  Wildlife 

Potential  impacts  on  wildlife  would  also  be  similar  to  the  types  of  impacts  previously  described 
for  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  Although  wildlife  may  periodically  use 
some  of  the  areas  planned  for  the  development  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario,  these  areas 
do  not  likely  function  as  important  habitat  for  wildlife  on  the  base.  A  combined  corrosion 
control/general  maintenance  hangar  and  associated  taxiway  and  apron  are  planned  for  a  low  area 
north  of  Building  649.  This  area  contains  potentially  jurisdictional  wetlands.  This  area  contains 
cool  season  non-native  grasses,  and  although  it  could  provide  some  habitat  for  small  mammals, 
birds,  reptiles,  and  amphibians,  it  would  not  be  considered  high-value  wetland  habitat.  Wetland 
removal  or  water  quality  reduction  could  decrease  value  as  wildlife  habitat.  However,  mitigation 
actions  would  be  required  to  minimize  any  potential  impacts.  In  addition,  wetlands  located  in  the 
cantonment  area  would  represent  a  small  percentage  of  similar  habitat  available  in  the 
surrounding  region.  Noise  produced  during  construction  and  renovation  activities  would  have  a 
similar  effect  on  wildlife  as  that  described  for  the  other  alternative  bases,  and  would  result  in  no 
significant  impacts. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  result  in  an  increase  in  the  number  of  airfield 
operations,  resulting  in  increased  noise  on  and  near  the  base  similar  to  what  has  occurred  in  the 
recent  past  with  other  large  aircraft  missions. 

As  described  in  Section  4.3.1,  noise  contours  would  extend  north  and  south  of  the  base,  with  the 
greatest  increase  occurring  in  an  approximately  1.5-mile  arc  west  of  the  northern  portion  of  the 
base.  This  arc  is  very  similar  to  the  noise  contour  associated  with  the  previous  KC-135  mission 
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and  would  overlap  riparian  habitat  along  the  Turtle  River  at  the  base’s  northwest  comer,  as  well 
as  the  state  wildlife  area  adjoining  the  base’s  northern  boundary. 

Increased  operations  would  increase  the  potential  for  aircraft  to  strike  birds  and  other  wildlife  in 
the  air  and  on  the  mnway.  However,  continued  adherence  to  the  base’s  BASH  Plan 
(Grand  Forks  AFB  2009b)  would  minimize  the  risk. 

Overall  effects  on  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  the  other  alternative  bases 
proposed  for  the  MOB  1  scenario.  Significant  wildlife  impacts  are  not  anticipated  to  result  from 
implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB. 

4.3.53  Special-Status  Species 

No  bald  eagle  nests  are  known  to  occur  on  base.  Bald  eagles  observed  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  have 
been  documented  near  the  sewage  lagoons,  occasionally  seen  feeding  on  road  kill  in  the  area, 
and  observed  hunting  in  the  Turtle  River  riparian  area.  The  Grand  Forks  AFB  Integrated  Natural 
Resource  Management  Plan  (INRMP)  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2011a)  contains  projected  bird 
monitoring  and  survey  projects,  including  bald  eagle  nest  surveys.  Grand  Forks  AFB  would 
coordinate  with  North  Dakota  Game  and  Fish  if  any  nests  are  discovered.  No  significant  impacts 
on  bald  eagle  populations  are  anticipated  due  to  the  proposed  action.  Both  the  peregrine  falcons 
and  the  yellow  rail  sighted  at  the  base  appear  to  be  migratory  species  passing  through  the  area. 
These  species  were  observed  in  areas  that  would  not  be  impacted  by  the  facilities  and 
infrastructure  projects  proposed  as  part  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  No 
significant  impacts  are  anticipated  on  these  species. 

There  are  no  other  federally  listed  bird  species  and/or  designated  critical  habitat  on 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  There  are  no  other  state  critically  imperiled  or  imperiled  bird  species  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  on  special- status  species  resulting 
from  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB. 

None  of  the  three  state-classified  plant  species  documented  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  during  a  2009 
biological  survey  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2010a)  occur  within  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario 
project  areas. 

Because  these  special-status  plant  species  do  not  occur  within  the  project  areas,  there  would  be 
no  significant  impacts  on  these  species  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB. 

Two  fisher  carcasses  discovered  near  the  Main  Gate  in  2009  suggest  potential  fisher  presence  on 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  Fishers  predominantly  inhabit  dense  low-  to  mid-elevation  mesic  forests  with 
abundant  physical  structure  near  the  ground.  Fishers  avoid  areas  with  little  or  no  overhead  cover, 
but  sufficient  coarse  woody  debris,  boulders,  or  shrub  cover  may  provide  suitable  overhead 
cover  in  non-forested  or  otherwise  open  areas. 

Potential  suitable  habitat  available  on  base  (such  as  shrubland  and  the  Turtle  River  Woodlands  to 
the  north)  does  not  occur  within  the  proposed  action  area.  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  not  be  likely  to  adversely  affect  the  fisher. 

There  are  no  other  federally  or  state-listed  plant  species  and/or  designated  critical  habitat.  There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts  on  special-status  species  resulting  from  implementation  of  the 
MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB. 
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43.5.4  Wetlands 

A  number  of  small  depressional  wetlands  are  loeated  throughout  Grand  Forks  AFB.  A 
preliminary  jurisdietional  wetland  determination  survey  was  eondueted  in  June  2013  and 
identified  approximately  2  aeres  of  potential  jurisdietional  wetlands  that  would  be  impaeted  by 
the  proposed  aetion  (see  Figure  2-13). 

Proposed  eonstruetion  sites  for  the  new  KC-46A  Squadron  Operation/Aireraft  Maintenanee  Unit 
building,  the  Composite  Shop,  and  the  Flight  Simulator  and  Building  622  (proposed  for 
renovation)  are  loeated  elose  to  wetlands  that  eould  be  affeeted  by  erosion  and  sedimentation,  if 
stormwater  run-off  is  not  properly  eontrolled  from  these  sites  (see  Figure  2-13).  It  is  antieipated 
that  implementation  of  an  effeetive  SWPPP  and  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees  would  prevent 
stormwater  run-off  from  eonstruetion  areas  from  entering  wetlands  at  the  base. 

A  Finding  of  No  Praotieable  Alternative  (FONPA)  would  be  prepared  for  this  projeet  should 
Grand  Forks  AFB  be  seleeted  for  the  MOB  1  seenario.  The  FONPA  would  be  prepared  in 
aeeordanee  with  Title  32  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR),  Part  989,  and  AFI  32-7064, 
“Integrated  Natural  Resourees  Management.”  The  USAF  would  work  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  (USAGE)  and  North  Dakota  Department  of  Health  to  determine  if  any  of  the 
impaeted  wetlands  are  subjeet  to  regulation  under  Seetions  401/404  of  the  Clean  Water  Aet 
(CWA).  If  wetlands  with  a  watershed  greater  than  80  aeres  are  drained  or  filled,  a  permit  is 
required  from  the  North  Dakota  State  Engineer.  The  USAE  would  work  with  regulators  to 
determine  any  permit  eonditions,  ineluding  mitigation  requirements  (as  appropriate).  Permit 
eonditions  would  speeify  mitigative  measures,  sueh  as  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees  required  to 
prevent  fugitive  soil,  sediment,  and  other  potential  eontaminants  from  migrating  off  site  into 
other  waters  of  the  United  States.  At  a  minimum,  these  eonstruetion  praetiees  would  likely 
inelude  installation  of  silt  feneing  and  sediment  traps  and  revegetation  of  disturbed  areas  with 
native  plants  as  soon  as  possible  to  eontain  and  prevent  any  offsite  migration  of  sediment  or 
eroded  soils  from  the  projeet  area.  These  praetiees  would  also  minimize  effeets  on  the  area 
regarding  its  funetion  as  wildlife  habitat. 

4.3.6  Cultural  Resources 

At  Grand  Porks  APB,  aetions  assoeiated  with  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  seenario  inelude 
demolition  of  three  buildings,  renovation  of  eight  buildings  and  runways/roads/taxiways/parking 
aprons,  and  additions  and/or  alterations  to  four  buildings.  Grand  Porks  APB  has  determined  that 
one  of  the  buildings  proposed  to  be  renovated,  Paeility  221  (dormitory),  is  eligible  for  the  NRHP. 
However,  beeause  it  is  addressed  in  the  Advisory  Couneil  on  Historic  Preservation’s  (ACHP) 
Program  Comment  for  Unaccompanied  Personnel  Housing  (ACHP  2006),  completion  of  the 
mitigation  measures  specified  in  the  program  comment  resolved  any  future  adverse  effects, 
including  this  project’s  potential  impacts.  All  other  buildings  associated  with  implementation  of 
the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Porks  APB  have  been  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility. 
None  of  these  facilities  have  been  determined  eligible.  The  North  Dakota  SHPO  has  concurred 
with  this  finding  and  has  also  concurred  that  no  historic  properties  would  be  affected  (see 
Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 5. 3). 

No  impact  on  archaeological  historic  properties  is  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of 
the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario.  Ground-disturbing  activities  would  occur  in  previously  disturbed 
contexts.  Those  areas  not  already  beneath  previously  modified  surfaces  have  been  surveyed  for 
the  presence  of  archaeological  resources;  none  have  been  located.  It  is  unlikely  that  any 
previously  undocumented  archaeological  resources  would  be  encountered  during  facility 
demolition,  renovation,  or  addition.  It  is  still  possible  that  archaeological  resources  could  be 
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buried  on  Grand  Forks  AFB  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2012b).  In  the  case  of  unanticipated  or 
inadvertent  discoveries,  the  USAF  would  comply  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  as  specified  in 
standard  operating  procedures  described  in  the  ICRMP  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2012b). 

No  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to  tribal  resources  are  anticipated.  Grand  Forks  AFB  consulted 
with  23  tribes  to  determine  whether  there  are  any  historic  properties  of  religious  or  cultural 
significance  within  the  project  area.  Information  and  advice  was  sought  through  both  the  NEPA 
and  the  NHPA  Section  106  planning  processes.  These  tribes  are  listed  in  Table  A-1  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  A,  Section  A. 3.  No  tribes  identified  specific  properties  of  religious  or  cultural 
significance  within  the  project  area. 

During  the  scoping  and  Draft  EIS  public  comment  periods,  the  Cheyenne  River  Sioux  and  the 
Standing  Rock  Sioux  Tribes  expressed  concern  about  aircraft  overflying  tribal  lands.  The 
Standing  Rock  Sioux  Tribe  stated  that  the  noise  associated  with  training  missions  has  the 
potential  to  disrupt  fasting  and  prayers  of  traditional  practitioners.  Eurther  coordination  with  this 
tribe  included  an  explanation  that  KC-46A  flight  operations  in  areas  away  from 
Grand  Eorks  AEB  would  occur  at  such  high  altitudes  (above  18,000  feet  MSE;  17,000  feet  AGE) 
that  noise  generated  during  these  operations  would  be  similar  to  ambient  noise  levels  and 
subsequently  would  not  be  expected  to  cause  noise  disruption  to  activities.  After  this  further 
coordination,  the  Standing  Rock  Sioux  indicated  that  they  had  no  concerns  regarding  this  project. 

In  addition  to  indicating  the  potential  disruptions  of  aircraft  overflying  tribal  land,  the  Cheyenne 
River  Sioux  Tribe  requested  to  see  the  results  of  past  cultural  resource  surveys  on  the  base  and 
expressed  concerns  related  to  the  KC-46A  project,  including  but  not  limited  to  adverse  effects  to 
sacred  sites,  properties  of  cultural  and  religious  significance  to  tribes,  traditional  cultural 
properties,  cultural  resources  (above  and  below  ground),  etc.,  on  past,  present,  and  future  ancestral 
territories.  The  USAE  informally  met  with  the  Cheyenne  River  Sioux  Tribe  to  discuss  these 
concerns.  During  the  meeting,  the  tribe  reiterated  concerns  for  aircraft  overflights  and  questioned 
the  adequacy  of  past  cultural  resource  surveys  conducted  at  the  base.  Questions  were  also  asked 
about  hazardous  waste  management  and  spills  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB.  The  USAE  responded  to  these 
concerns  with  a  letter  that  is  included  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A.4.3.2.  The  letter 
indicated  that  the  USAE  does  not  anticipate  any  adverse  impacts  to  historic  properties  of  religious 
or  cultural  significance  as  a  result  of  implementing  the  MOB  1  mission  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB. 

Seven  additional  tribes  responded  with  requests  for  information  or  with  confirmation  of  no 
objections  to  the  proposed  action.  The  base  continued  to  consult  with  concerned  tribes  regarding 
the  proposed  action  throughout  the  EIS  process  and  conducted  additional  efforts  to  contact  non- 
responsive  tribes.  All  identified  concerns  regarding  potential  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to 
tribal  resources  from  the  proposed  action  were  addressed.  This  consultation  included  additional 
telephone,  e-mail,  and  letter  correspondence,  and,  as  described  above,  meetings  with  concerned 
tribes  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Sections  A. 3,  A.4,  and  A.7).  While  the  USAE  values  its 
relationship  with  all  tribes  and  will  continue  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of 
known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes.  Section  106  consultation  on  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  beddown 
proposed  alternative  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB  is  now  complete. 

4.3.7  Land  Use 

4.3. 7. 1  Physical  Development 

The  proposed  physical  development  associated  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB  would  occur  in  the  core  part  of  the  base  between  the  airfield  and 
the  housing  areas  on  the  east  side  of  the  runway.  The  location  of  the  sites  and  their  proposed  use 
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would  conform  to  current  and  intended  land  uses  for  the  base.  Indirect  effects  from  construction 
(such  as  noise,  truck  traffic,  and  dust)  could  result  from  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario. 
However,  these  effects  would  be  temporary  and  minor;  there  would  be  no  long-term  effect.  None 
of  the  physical  development  associated  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  is  anticipated  to  result  in  impacts  to  land  use. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  potentially  require  1,724  housing 
units,  for  which  the  base  has  a  limited  supply.  Additional  housing  requirements,  whether  filled  by 
new  privatized  housing  on  base,  vacancies  in  the  local  housing  supply,  or  new  residential 
development,  are  not  anticipated  to  impact  land  use.  Because  the  area  surrounding  the  base  is  very 
mral  with  no  amenities,  it  is  unlikely  that  major  new  development  would  occur  near  the  base. 
However,  any  development  near  the  base  would  be  required  to  obtain  local  review  and  approval.  It  is 
anticipated  that  the  local  planning  community  would  coordinate  closely  with  the  base  to  maintain  and 
control  surrounding  land  uses  to  enforce  the  safety  and  protection  of  area  residents. 

43.7.2  Aircraft  Operations 

Although  no  large  aircraft  currently  operate  from  Grand  Forks  AFB,  prior  to  2010,  the  base  and 
surrounding  communities  hosted  large  aircraft  missions  for  more  than  50  years.  With 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario,  the  projected  increase  in  aircraft  operations  would 
appear  substantial;  however,  past  operational  levels  were  similar. 

The  primary  source  of  impact  on  land  use  resulting  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario 
would  be  from  noise.  The  land  compatibility  guidelines  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C, 
Section  C.I.3.2,  are  applied  in  the  evaluation  of  impacts  at  Grand  Forks  AFB. 

Because  there  are  no  large  aircraft  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  and  there  are  only  three  RPA  missions, 
the  current  noise  footprint  is  relatively  small  compared  to  previous  noise  footprints  of  the  former 
KC-135  and  B-52  missions.  Approximately  544  acres  on  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  be  exposed  to 
new  noise  levels  equal  to  or  greater  than  65  dB  DNL.  Family  housing,  schools,  and  day 
care/youth  centers  on  base  would  remain  well  outside  the  area  exposed  to  these  levels  of  noise. 

Similar  to  areas  on  the  base,  land  outside  of  the  base  boundaries  that  was  formerly  exposed  to 
these  levels  of  noise  would  be  affected  by  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario. 
Approximately  62  acres  off  base  would  experience  noise  levels  of  65  dB  DNL  or  greater  (see 
Figure  4-4),  compared  to  no  areas  currently  exposed  to  these  levels  from  the  RPA  missions. 
Increases  at  any  given  location  surrounding  the  base  could  be  substantial,  from  1  to  20  dB.  The 
affected  land  outside  the  base  is  predominantly  agricultural  or  undeveloped.  One  property  with 
farm  structures  and  a  residence  located  north  of  the  airfield  would  experience  an  increase  to 
incompatible  noise  levels  of  about  70  dB  DNL.  A  second  location  with  farm  structures  to  the 
south  of  the  runway  along  Emerado  Road  would  experience  noise  levels  just  above  65  dB  DNL. 
Farm  operations  are  compatible  with  these  noise  levels.  The  City  of  Emerado  would  remain 
outside  the  projected  65  dB  DNE  noise  affected  area,  so  that  the  residential  areas  in  this 
community  would  remain  compatible  with  the  projected  noise  levels. 

Zoning  surrounding  the  base  generally  supports  compatible  land  use  planning  and  provides  for 
review  and  protection  of  the  areas  surrounding  the  airfield.  The  Grand  Eorks  County  2040 
Comprehensive  Plan  recommends  limiting  residential  density  to  one  home  per  15  acres  in 
airfield  reserve  zones.  Most  of  the  change  in  off-base  noise  would  occur  in  Mekinock  Township, 
which  manages  its  own  zoning  and  development  approvals. 

The  substantial  increase  in  airfield  operations  at  Grand  Porks  APB  has  the  potential  to  increase  the 
potential  for  accidents.  However,  because  the  KC-46A  is  based  on  an  existing  commercial  aircraft. 
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the  accident  rate  is  expected  to  be  very  low.  Overall,  no  significant  impacts  on  land  use  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario. 

4.3.8  Infrastructure 

Refer  to  Section  3.3.8  for  a  description  of  existing  infrastructure  system  capacities  and 
conditions  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  Table  2-13  provides  changes  in  population  due  to 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  These  population  changes  and  the 
proposed  development  were  used  to  determine  the  impact  on  infrastructure.  The  maximum 
demand  or  impact  on  capacity  was  calculated  for  the  potable  water,  wastewater,  electric,  and 
natural  gas  systems  based  on  the  change  in  population.  To  identify  maximum  demand  or  impact 
on  these  systems,  any  change  in  population  was  assumed  to  live  on  base.  For  the  assessment  of 
the  transportation  infrastructure,  any  change  in  population  was  assumed  to  reside  off  base. 

43.8.1  Potable  Water  System 

According  to  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey’s  most  recent  data,  the  per  capita  domestic  water 
consumption  for  North  Dakota  is  91  GPD  (USGS  2005).  It  is  anticipated  that  the  additional 
personnel  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  create  an  additional  water  use  demand  of 
0.48  MGD.  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  daily  average  demand  from 
16  percent  to  41  percent  of  the  pumping  capacity  from  the  City  of  Grand  Forks. 

4. 3. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  USEPA  estimates  that  the  average  person  generates  approximately  100  GPD  of 
wastewater  between  showering,  toilet  use,  and  general  water  use  (USEPA  2013c).  Using  this 
amount  as  a  planning  factor  and  the  change  in  population,  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase 
wastewater  generation  by  0.53  MGD.  Based  on  current  base  population,  it  is  estimated  that 
0.41  MGD  of  wastewater  is  currently  being  generated  at  Grand  Porks  APB.  The  MOB  1  scenario 
would  increase  this  discharge  to  0.94  MGD,  which  is  a  129  percent  increase.  The  current  base 
population  utilizes  approximately  42  percent  of  the  treatment  system  capacity,  based  on  the 
approximate  10,000-person  design  capacity  of  the  treatment  system.  Implementation  of  the 
MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  this  discharge  to  94  percent  of  the  treatment  system  capacity. 
The  lagoons  have  a  total  holding  capacity  of  approximately  250  million  gallons  (MG)  and  have 
adequate  capacity  for  future  base  expansion  (Grand  Porks  APB  2006a). 

The  impact  of  additional  personnel  on  the  local  (City  of  Grand  Porks)  sanitary  sewer  system  was 
also  evaluated  assuming  that  the  change  in  population  lived  off  base.  Presently,  the  City  of 
Grand  Porks  sanitary  sewer  system  is  designed  to  treat  10  MGD.  Currently,  the  system  treats 

6.8  MGD  on  average.  Adding  0.53  MGD  to  the  system  would  increase  the  percentage  of 
capacity  used  from  68  percent  to  74  percent. 

4. 3. 8. 3  Stormwater  System 

The  MOB  1  scenario  would  require  demolition  of  facilities  and  construction  of  new  facilities. 
This  would  take  place  within  the  existing  developed  base  flightline  and  cantonment  areas. 
Table  2-12  identifies  projects  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario;  the  total  potential  disturbed 
area  associated  with  these  projects  would  not  exceed  35  acres  (the  area  for  new  construction  and 
additions/alterations).  During  the  short-term  construction  period  for  the  MOB  1  scenario,  all 
contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  applicable  statutes,  standards,  regulations,  and 
procedures  regarding  stormwater  management.  During  the  design  phase,  a  variety  of  stormwater 
controls  could  be  incorporated  into  construction  plans.  These  could  include  planting  vegetation 
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in  disturbed  areas  as  soon  as  possible  after  construction;  constructing  retention  facilities  and 
implementing  structural  controls  such  as  interceptor  dikes,  swales  (excavated  depressions),  silt 
fences,  straw  bales,  and  other  storm  drain  inlet  protection,  as  necessary,  to  prevent  sediment  from 
entering  inlet  structures.  An  SWPPP  update  would  be  required,  and  the  requirements  of  the  EISA 
would  be  followed  to  maintain  or  restore,  to  the  maximum  extent  practical,  the  predevelopment 
hydrology  of  the  property  with  regard  to  temperature,  rate,  volume,  and  duration  of  flow. 

43.8.4  Electrical  System 

To  estimate  the  residential  electrical  use  associated  with  personnel  and  their  dependents,  data  from 
the  USEIA  were  used  to  identify  that  residential  consumers  averaged  about  13.77  MWH  per 
person  per  year  (330,738  users)  in  North  Dakota  in  2011  (the  best  available  statistics),  with  a  total 
of  about  4,552,228  MWH  consumed  in  2011  (USEIA  2011).  Using  that  amount  as  a  planning 
factor  along  with  the  change  in  population,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase 
the  state  annual  residential  use  of  electricity  by  71,683  MWH  per  year.  This  represents  less  than 
2  percent  of  total  state- wide  residential  usage  in  201 1.  Assuming  the  change  in  population  resides 
on  Grand  Eorks  AEB  and  the  population  uses  electricity  at  the  2011  residential  average  rate  of 
0.04  MWH  per  person  per  day,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  the  average 
daily  use  of  electricity  by  196.39  MWH  per  day.  The  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  average 
daily  demand  from  17  to  43  percent  of  base  system  capacity. 

4. 3. 8. 5  Natural  Gas  System 

Eor  residential  consumption  estimations,  according  to  the  USEIA,  approximately 
125,392  residential  consumers  in  North  Dakota  used  about  10,937  MMcf  of  natural  gas  in  2011 
(USEIA  2013).  This  equates  to  an  average  of  about  0.09  MMcf  per  person  per  year.  Using  that 
amount  as  a  planning  factor  along  with  the  change  in  population,  the  MOB  1  scenario  would 
increase  state  annual  residential  demand  for  natural  gas  by  455  MMcf  per  year.  This  represents 
5  percent  of  the  state-wide  residential  natural  gas  usage  in  2011.  Assuming  the  change  in  the 
population  resides  on  Grand  Eorks  AEB  and  uses  natural  gas  at  the  2011  residential  average  rate 
of  0.24  Mcf  per  person  per  day,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  the  daily 
use  of  natural  gas  by  1,245  Mcf.  The  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  average  daily  natural  gas 
use  from  11  to  31  percent  of  the  base  capacity. 

4. 3. 8. 6  Solid  Waste  Management 

Using  methodology  developed  by  the  USEPA  (USEPA  2009b)  to  determine  the  amount  of  C&D 
debris,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  result  in  approximately  47,896  tons  of 
C&D  debris  (USEPA  2009b).  Solid  waste  generated  from  the  proposed  C&D  activities  would 
consist  of  building  materials  such  as  concrete,  metals  (e.g.,  conduit,  piping,  and  wiring),  and 
lumber. 

Disposal  of  the  debris  would  be  through  an  integrated  C&D  debris  diversion  approach  or 
removal  to  landfills.  The  integrated  C&D  debris  diversion  approach  includes  reuse,  recycling, 
volume  reduction/energy  recovery,  and  similar  diversion  actions.  The  DoD  has  set  a  target  C&D 
debris  diversion  rate  of  60  percent  by  fiscal  year  15  (DoD  2012).  Application  of  the  DoD 
diversion  rate  would  result  in  approximately  28,738  tons  of  potential  C&D  debris  being  diverted 
for  reuse  or  recycling  and  approximately  19,159  tons  of  debris  being  placed  in  landfills.  This 
would  be  a  potentially  short-term,  minor,  adverse  impact  that  the  landfill  could  absorb,  as  the 
Berger  Inert  Eandfill  is  at  55  percent  capacity  with  15  more  years  of  operation.  The  landfill  has  a 
10-acre  plot  for  future  expansion  (Han  2013). 
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Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  base.  C&D  debris,  including  debris 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  LBP,  or  other  hazardous  components,  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  AFI  32-7042,  “Waste  Management.” 

43.8.7  Transportation 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  require  the 
delivery  of  materials  to  and  removal  of  construction-related  debris  from  demolition,  renovation, 
and  new  construction  sites.  Trucks  associated  with  these  activities  would  access  the  base  via  the 
Commercial  Gate.  The  North  Dakota  Department  of  Transportation  stated  in  a  scoping  letter  that 
the  agency  would  require  the  use  of  the  gate  on  the  U.S.  Highway  2  interchange  for  all  traffic. 

Construction  crews  would  access  the  base  via  the  Main  Gate  or  the  Commercial  Gate. 
Construction-related  traffic  would  minimally  add  to  the  total  existing  traffic  volume  in  the  area  and 
on  base.  Increased  traffic  associated  with  these  activities  could  contribute  to  increased  congestion 
at  the  entry  gates,  delays  in  the  processing  of  access  passes,  and  degradation  of  the  affected  road 
surfaces.  Additionally,  intermittent  traffic  delays  and  temporary  road  closures  could  result  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  base  and  infrastructure  project  sites.  Potential  congestion  impacts  could 
be  avoided  or  minimized  by  scheduling  truck  deliveries  outside  of  the  peak  inbound  traffic  time 
and  by  having  construction  workers  use  the  Commercial  Gate  instead  of  the  Main  Gate.  Also, 
many  of  the  heavy  construction  vehicles  would  be  driven  to  the  site  and  kept  on  base  for  the 
duration  of  the  C&D  activities,  resulting  in  relatively  few  additional  trips.  Traffic  delays  would  be 
temporary  in  nature,  ending  once  construction  activities  are  complete.  As  a  result,  no  long-term 
impacts  to  on-  or  off-base  transportation  infrastructure  are  anticipated. 

The  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  result  in  an  approximate 
70  percent  increase  in  daily  commuting  traffic.  To  evaluate  the  greatest  impact  to  transportation 
infrastructure,  this  assessment  assumes  that  all  personnel  and  dependents  would  live  off  base, 
work  standard  workdays,  and  drive  individually  to  the  base.  This  increase  in  base  mission 
personnel  could  increase  congestion  and  queuing  at  the  Main  Gate  and  Commercial  Gate  during 
morning  and  evening  rush  hours.  To  minimize  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts,  the  base  could 
adjust  the  schedule  of  operations  to  accommodate  this  increase,  upgrade  the  entry  gates  (e.g., 
provide  additional  lanes),  and/or  provide  additional  personnel  at  the  gates  to  process  security 
checks  during  the  peak  hours.  Regional  access  roads  and  the  on-base  road  network  have 
adequate  capacity  to  absorb  the  minor  amount  of  additional  traffic  without  major  impacts  on 
traffic  flow,  circulation,  or  level  of  service. 

4.3.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4. 3. 9.1  Hazardous  Materials  Management 

Section  4. 1.9.1  describes  the  hazardous  materials  management  specific  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft. 
No  new  hazardous  materials  would  be  added  that  exceed  current  hazardous  waste  processes  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  Existing  procedures  for  the  centralized  management  of  the  procurement, 
handling,  storage,  and  issuance  of  hazardous  materials  through  HAZMART  are  adequate  to 
handle  the  changes  anticipated  with  the  addition  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario,  but  would  be 
expanded  to  meet  the  increased  use.  The  hazardous  materials  contract  would  be  reviewed  to 
ensure  the  contractor  is  able  to  fully  support  the  addition  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission. 
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4.3.9. 1 . 1  Aboveground  and  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

The  addition  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  expected  to  increase  the  maximum  daily 
consumption  of  JP-8.  The  increase  in  fuel  consumption  would  be  supported  by  the  current 
infrastructure  and  proposed  improvements  to  the  hydrant  system  at  the  base.  Some  of  the  new  and 
remodeled  facilities  would  require  the  addition  of  new  ASTs,  USTs,  and  hazardous  materials  and 
hazardous  waste  containers.  The  new  and  remodeled  facilities  would  be  constructed  with  berms  and 
drains  leading  to  OWSs,  if  required,  to  contain  releases  of  petroleum  products.  The 
Grand  Forks  AFB  Spill  Prevention  Control  and  Countermeasures  (SPCC)  Plan  would  subsequently 
need  to  be  amended  to  capture  any  changes  in  facility  design,  construction  operation,  or  maintenance 
that  materially  affect  the  potential  for  a  discharge  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2009a). 

4. 3. 9. 1.2  Toxic  Substances 

Several  demolition  and  renovation  projects  are  planned  as  part  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  Any  renovation,  construction,  or  demolition  proposed  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  would  be  reviewed  to  determine  if  ACM  is  present.  Volume  II,  Appendix  E, 
Table  E-4,  contains  a  list  of  buildings  proposed  for  modification  and  their  potential  to  contain 
ACMs.  Additional  testing  would  be  conducted  where  no  data  exist.  All  testing  and  data  collection 
would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  Asbestos  Management  Plan  (Grand  Porks  APB  2005). 
Any  exposed  friable  asbestos  would  be  removed  in  accordance  with  USAP  policy  and  applicable 
health  laws,  regulations,  and  standards.  A  Notification  of  Demolition  and  Renovation 
(Porm  17987)  would  be  submitted  to  the  North  Dakota  Department  of  Health  (NDDH)  at  least 
10  days  prior  to  initiating  activities,  whether  or  not  asbestos  is  present  (NDDH  2013b). 
Additionally,  the  handling  and  disposal  of  wastes  would  be  in  compliance  with  Pederal  and  state 
regulations. 

All  renovation,  construction,  or  demolition  projects  proposed  at  Grand  Porks  APB  would  be 
reviewed  to  determine  if  EBP  is  present  and  if  it  would  be  disturbed  in  the  performance  of  the 
work.  Volume  II,  Appendix  E,  Table  E-4,  contains  a  list  of  the  buildings  that  would  be  affected  by 
demolition,  renovation,  or  alteration,  their  years  of  construction,  and  their  potential  for  EBP  to  be 
present.  In  accordance  with  the  Pead-Based  Paint  Management  Plan  (Grand  Porks  APB  2003), 
any  required  renovation  activities  such  as  sanding,  scraping,  or  other  disturbances  of  the  paint 
that  could  generate  lead  dust  would  not  be  performed  without  prior  EBP  testing.  Buildings  being 
demolished  typically  do  not  require  EBP  abatement  unless  the  EBP  would  be  disturbed  by 
sanding,  scraping,  dry-cutting,  or  torching.  During  the  proposed  renovations,  if  paint  removal 
abatement  actions  are  deemed  necessary,  the  base  would  ensure  that  adequate  precautions  are 
taken  during  all  renovation  and  demolition  activities  that  disturb  EBP.  Additionally,  all  handling 
and  disposal  of  wastes  would  be  in  compliance  with  Pederal  and  state  regulations. 

Regarding  PCBs,  none  of  the  transformers  at  Grand  Porks  APB  have  PCB -containing  oil 
(Grand  Porks  APB  2009a). 

Although  minor  increases  in  the  management  requirements  for  ACM  and  EBP  removal  are 
anticipated,  no  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A 
MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Porks  APB,  and  long-term  benefits  from  removal  of  toxic  substances 
are  anticipated. 

43.9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

Section  4. 1.9.4  describes  the  hazardous  waste  management  specific  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft. 
Grand  Porks  APB  would  generate  more  hazardous  wastes  during  various  operations  and 
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maintenance  activities  associated  with  the  addition  of  the  36  KC-46A  aircraft  associated  with  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario.  Waste  generated  by  the  proposed  MOB  1  scenario  would  be 
consistent  with  waste  formerly  generated  by  the  KC-135.  Waste-associated  maintenance 
materials  include  adhesives,  sealants,  conversion  coatings,  corrosion  preventative  compounds, 
hydraulic  fluids,  lubricants,  oils,  paints,  polishes,  thinners,  cleaners,  strippers,  tapes,  and  wipes. 
However,  no  new  hazardous  materials  would  be  added  that  exceed  current  base  hazardous  waste 
processes.  The  Grand  Forks  AFB  HWMP  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2012c)  would  be  updated  to  reflect 
any  change  in  generator  status,  disposal  procedures,  and  any  changes  of  hazardous  waste 
generators  and  waste  accumulation  point  monitors.  Although  no  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated 
to  result  from  the  increased  volumes,  this  increase  could  potentially  change  Grand  Forks  AFB 
from  a  small-quantity  generator  (SQG)  to  an  LQG.  Grand  Forks  AFB  formerly  operated  as  an 
LQG  prior  to  the  departure  of  the  KC-135  mission. 

Waste  generators  are  required  to  monitor  their  waste-generating  activities  and  to  notify  the  NDDH 
if  they  exceed  their  generator  status.  NDDH  may  not  require  an  SQG  to  begin  operating  as  an  LQG 
for  a  one-time  exceedance  of  its  generator  threshold.  However,  if  Grand  Forks  AFB  anticipates 
exceeding  or  frequently  exceeds  its  SQG  status,  the  base  would  be  required  to  notify  the  NDDH 
that  it  is  operating  as  an  LQG,  and  compliance  with  the  Federal  and  state  regulatory  requirements 
for  an  LQG  would  be  required.  NDDH  characterizes  an  LQG  as  producing  2,200  pounds 
(1,000  kilograms)  or  more  per  month.  The  North  Dakota  Hazardous  Waste  Compliance  Guide 
outlines  and  describes  the  state  regulations  (USEPA-delegated  authority)  (NDDH  2012b). 

4.3.93  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

The  USAF  would  coordinate  with  the  restoration  office  before  any  construction,  renovation, 
demolition,  or  modifications  are  initiated.  Although  formal  construction  waivers  are  not  required,  the 
USAF  does  require  reviews  of  excavation  and/or  construction  siting  and  compatibility  with 
environmental  cleanup  sites  be  conducted  and  documented  in  accordance  with  current  EIAP 
processes  as  specified  in  AEI  32-7061.  The  USAF  will  ensure  that  these  projects  are  coordinated 
with  ongoing  remediation  or  investigation  activities  at  any  ERP  site.  However,  if  existing  plans  and 
procedures  are  followed,  there  would  be  no  anticipated  impacts  on  these  ERP  sites.  During  C&D 
activities,  there  is  the  potential  to  encounter  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater  in  areas  associated 
with  ERP  sites.  There  is  also  the  possibility  that  undocumented  contaminated  soils  from  historical 
fuel  spills  may  be  present.  If  encountered,  storage/transport/disposal  of  contaminated 
groundwater/soils  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  Eederal,  State,  and  local 
regulations;  APIs;  and  base  policies.  If  soil  or  groundwater  contaminants  are  encountered  during 
C&D  activities,  health  and  safety  precautions,  including  worker  awareness  training,  may  be  required. 

With  regard  to  the  ERP  sites,  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Porks  APB  includes  the 
renovation  of  parking  apron/fuel  hydrant  upgrades  and  the  new  construction  of  a  taxiway  and 
parking  apron  where  ERP  Site  ST008  is  located.  A  groundwater  plume  with  benzene 
contamination  is  located  in  this  area  and  is  currently  being  monitored  in  the  remedial  action 
operation  phase  with  land  use  controls  in  place.  Groundwater  in  the  area  is  typically  at 
approximately  3  to  5  feet  bgs  and  may  be  encountered  during  C&D.  The  projects  associated  with 
the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Porks  APB  would  require  the  modification  or  the 
abandonment  and  replacement  of  five  groundwater  monitoring  wells  (MWOl,  MW02,  MW03, 
MW04,  and  MW05)  associated  with  Site  ST008. 
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4.3.10  Socioeconomics 

4.3.10.1  Population 

The  current  personnel  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  and  the  projected  change  anticipated  to  support  the 

KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  are  provided  in  Table  2-13.  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would 
potentially  add  up  to  4,526  people  to  Grand  Forks  County,  resulting  in  an  approximate  6.8  percent 
increase  in  the  county  population.  This  potential  increase  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the 
3  DoD  civilians,  659  part-time  Guardsmen,  and  20  contractors  would  be  from  Grand  Forks  County. 

4.3.10.2  Economic  Activity  (Employment  and  Earnings) 

As  shown  in  Table  2-13,  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  increase  the  work  force 
assigned  to  Grand  Forks  AFB  by  1,747  total  personnel.  The  personnel  would  comprise  1,724  full¬ 
time  military,  3  DoD  civilians,  and  20  contractors.  The  addition  of  1,747  personnel  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  would  increase  on-base  jobs  from  2,513  to  4,260,  or  an  approximate  69  percent 
increase.  The  IMPLAN  model  calculates  that  approximately  908  indirect  and  induced  jobs  in  the 
ROI  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario,  with  most  of  the  jobs 
being  created  in  industries  such  as  food  services,  private  hospitals,  offices  of  health  practitioners, 
and  retail  stores.  With  a  2012  unemployment  rate  of  3.7  percent,  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor 
force  would  be  sufficient  to  fill  these  new  jobs  without  a  migration  of  workers  into  the  area. 

Construction  activities,  in  general,  provide  economic  benefits  to  the  surrounding  areas  through 
the  employment  of  construction  workers,  as  well  as  the  purchase  of  materials  and  equipment. 
These  construction  activities  would  be  temporary  and  would  only  provide  a  limited  amount  of 
economic  benefit.  For  every  $100  million  spent  on  construction  of  other  new  nonresidential 
structures  in  the  ROI,  an  estimated  1,254  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  jobs  would  be  created 
(MIG  2012).  The  USAF  estimates  that  approximately  $345  million  in  construction  expenditures 
would  be  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  This  amount  could  generate 
approximately  4,326  jobs  primarily  within  the  construction  industry  or  related  industries, 
including  architecture,  food  services,  private  hospitals,  and  retail  stores  (MIG  2012).  Since  the 
construction  activities  are  scheduled  over  several  years  and  it  would  be  possible  for  a  single 
worker  to  work  on  multiple  projects,  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor  force  in  the  ROI  and  in  the 
surrounding  areas  would  be  sufficient  to  fill  these  new  jobs.  The  indirect  and  induced  income 
associated  with  construction  expenditures  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  $51  million.  These 
jobs,  and  the  related  income,  would  be  temporary  during  the  construction  activity. 

4.3.10.3  Housing 

Under  the  assumptions  that  only  DoD  civilians,  part-time  Guardsmen,  and  contractors  would  be 
from  the  local  population  (as  stated  in  Section  4.3.10.1)  and  that  all  incoming  full-time  military 
personnel  would  require  off-base  housing,  there  would  be  a  potential  need  for  1,724  off-base 
housing  units  to  support  the  full-time  military  personnel  and  any  military  dependents  and  family 
members.  Under  these  assumptions  and  based  on  the  number  of  vacant  homes  described  in 
Section  3.3.10.1.3,  the  housing  market  in  the  ROI  would  be  anticipated  to  support  this  need. 
However,  prior  to  implementing  the  MOB  1  scenario,  an  HRMA  would  be  required  to  determine 
the  number  of  suitable  and  available  housing  units  within  the  HRMA-defined  market  area 
(20  miles  or  one-hour  commute  drive  from  the  base  gate,  whichever  is  shorter). 
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4.3.10.4  Education 

As  shown  in  Table  2-13,  the  overall  change  in  the  number  of  military  dependents  and  family 
members  accompanying  the  additional  USAF  personnel  associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  would  be  approximately  2,802  people.  The  total  number  of  dependents,  including 
spouse  and  children,  was  estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel  only. 
The  total  number  of  children  was  estimated  at  1.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military 
personnel,  since  it  was  assumed  each  military  member  would  be  accompanied  by  a  spouse.  Thus, 
it  is  estimated  that  1,681  military  dependents  would  be  anticipated  to  be  of  school  age. 
Therefore,  approximately  1,681  students  would  be  anticipated  to  enter  any  of  the  nine  public 
school  districts  in  Grand  Forks  County.  The  students  entering  the  local  schools  would  be  of 
varying  ages  and  would  be  expected  to  live  in  different  parts  of  Grand  Forks  County.  Based  on 
the  number  of  school  districts  and  schools  in  the  county,  as  well  as  current  class  sizes,  the 
schools  in  Grand  Forks  County  would  have  the  capacity  to  support  the  incoming  students. 
However,  space  availability  for  new  enrollments  depends  on  the  timing  of  the  relocation  and 
which  schools  the  students  would  attend.  A  large  influx  of  students  over  a  short  period  could 
result  in  capacity  constraints  and  could  require  additional  personnel. 

4.3.10.5  Public  Services 

Grand  Forks  County  represents  a  large  community  with  police,  fire,  and  other  services.  The 
addition  of  approximately  4,526  military  personnel  and  dependents  would  represent  a  6.8  percent 
increase  of  the  existing  population  in  Grand  Forks  County.  The  increase  in  the  county  population 
would  slightly  impact  police,  fire,  or  other  services  and  could  require  additional  manpower  to 
support  the  incoming  population. 

4.3.10.6  Base  Services 

The  base  services  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  have  adequate  capacity  in  the  CDC,  fitness,  and  dining 
facilities  to  support  implementation  of  the  proposed  MOB  1  scenario. 

4.3.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Analysis  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  noise  contours  relative  to  the  baseline  contours  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  indicates  that  off-base  populations  of  minorities,  low-income  persons,  and 
children  would  not  be  exposed  to  noise  levels  above  what  is  occurring  under  the  baseline  conditions 
(see  Table  4-21).  Therefore,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  not 
anticipated  to  result  in  disproportionate  impacts  on  these  off-base  populations. 


Table  4-21.  Percentage  of  Off-Base  Population  Potentially  Exposed  to  Noise  Levels  of 
65  dB  DNL  or  Greater  for  Grand  Forks  AFB 


Scenario 

Percentage  Minority 

Percentage  Low-Income 

Percentage  Children 
(Under  18) 

65-69 
dB  DNL 

70-74 
dB  DNL 

65-69 
dB  DNL 

70-74 
dB  DNL 

65-69 
dB  DNL 

70-74 
dB  DNL 

MOB  1 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

Baseline 

(Existing  Conditions) 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

Region  of  Comparison 

11% 

17% 

20% 
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4.4  McConnell  air  force  base  (ftu  or  mob  i) 

This  section  of  Chapter  4  presents  the  operational  and  environmental  factors  specific  to 
McConnell  AFB.  Sections  2.4. 4. 2  and  2. 4.4. 3,  respectively,  describe  the  facilities  and 
infrastructure,  personnel,  and  flight  operations  requirements  of  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios 
and  the  specific  actions  at  McConnell  AFB  that  would  be  required  to  implement  each  scenario. 

As  described  in  Section  4.5,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  mean  that  neither  the  KC-46A 
FTU  nor  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  be  implemented  at  McConnell  AFB  at  this  time.  In 
addition  to  no  facility  or  personnel  changes,  there  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft  at 
McConnell  AFB;  operations  at  McConnell  AFB  would  continue  as  described  for  baseline 
conditions.  The  22  ARW  would  continue  to  fly  the  aerial  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of 
44  KC-135  aircraft  and  the  personnel  described  under  baseline  conditions. 

4.4.1  Noise 

4.4. 1.1  FTU  Scenario  Noise  Consequences 

4.4. 1.1.1  Base  Vicinity 

KC-46A  aircraft  are  slightly  quieter  than  the  KC-135  aircraft  currently  based  at  McConnell  AFB 
(see  Table  4-22).  The  difference  between  a  KC-135  and  a  KC-46A  aircraft  during  landing  would 
be  noticeable,  but  takeoff  noise  levels  for  the  two  aircraft  would  be  difficult  to  distinguish.  Aircraft 
flying  at  higher  overflight  distances  may  not  have  flaps  and  gear  deployed  as  they  would  when  in 
landing  or  takeoff  configurations,  resulting  in  slightly  lower  noise  levels  than  shown  in  Table  4-22. 


Table  4-22.  Aircraft  Noise  Level  Comparison  at  McConnell  AFB 


Aircraft 

Power 

Setting 

Sound  Exposure  Level  at  Overflight  Distance  (in  decibels) 

250  feet 

500  feet 

1,000  feet 

2,000  feet 

5,000  feet 

10,000  feet 

Landing 

KC-46A 

60%  N1 

96 

91 

85 

79 

70 

61 

KC-135 

65%  NF 

100 

95 

90 

84 

75 

67 

Takeoff 

KC-46A 

92%  N1 

107 

102 

96 

88 

78 

69 

KC-135 

90%  NF 

105 

100 

95 

90 

81 

73 

Key:  Power  Units:  N1  -  engine  speed  at  Location  No.  1;  NF  -  engine  fan  revolutions  per  minute 
Source:  NOISEMAP  7.2  Maximum  Omega  10  Results. 


KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks,  altitude  profiles) 
currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  would 
frequently  practice  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft  climbs  or  descends  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews  for  operations  in  forward  operating 
locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not  controlled  by  friendly  forces  exposes  the 
aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  Relative  to  a  standard  takeoff  or  landing,  a  tactical  landing 
concentrates  low-altitude  flying  and  noise  near  the  airfield.  It  is  estimated  that  about  90  percent 
of  KC-46A  FTU  training  sortie  takeoffs  and  80  percent  of  training  sortie  landings  would  be 
conducted  using  tactical  procedures. 

Per  the  FTU  scenario,  the  KC-46A  would  be  operated  on  non-holiday  weekdays  for  a  total  of 
240  operational  days  per  year,  approximately  mirroring  the  operational  patterns  of  current 
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KC-135  operations.  On  an  average  busy  flying  day,  aircrews  would  fly  7.5  sorties,  and  each 
sortie  would  include  about  10  closed  patterns  (i.e.,  approaches  to  airfield  followed  by  maneuver 
for  another  approach).  The  FTU  scenario  would  add  an  additional  41,364  airfield  operations  per 
year,  more  than  doubling  the  total  number  of  operations  at  the  airfield. 

Night  training  would  be  regularly  conducted  by  KC-46A  aircrews.  Approximately  20  percent  of 
KC-46A  operations  would  be  conducted  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  Currently, 
26-percent  of  total  operations  at  McConnell  AFB  are  conducted  at  night. 

Noise  levels  near  McConnell  AFB  were  calculated  using  NOISEMAP  (Version  7.2)  and  include 
the  location-specific  effects  of  terrain  and  ground  impedance.  Details  of  the  methods  used  to 
calculate  noise  levels  and  the  population  affected  by  elevated  noise  can  be  found  in  Volume  II, 
Appendix  B,  Section  B.I.3.  Annoyance  is  a  subjective  response  that  is  often  triggered  by 
interference  of  noise  with  activities.  Individuals  engaged  in  activities  more  easily  disrupted  by 
noise  (e.g.,  conversation,  sleeping,  or  watching  television)  are  more  likely  to  become  annoyed  than 
others.  Although  the  reaction  of  an  individual  to  noise  depends  on  a  wide  variety  of  factors,  social 
surveys  have  found  a  correlation  between  the  time-averaged  noise  level  as  measured  in  DNL  and 
the  percentage  of  the  affected  population  that  is  highly  annoyed  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  C, 
Section  C.I.3.I).  It  is  widely  accepted  that  65  dB  DNL  is  the  noise  level  at  which  a  substantial 
percentage  of  the  population  can  be  expected  to  be  annoyed  by  noise,  and  this  has  been  adopted  by 
the  USAF  and  several  other  Federal  agencies  as  the  level  above  which  noise-sensitive  land  uses  are 
not  considered  compatible  (see  Section  3.4.7  and  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.I.3.2). 

Figure  4-5  depicts  the  noise  contours  associated  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU 
scenario  at  McConnell  AFB.  The  process  used  to  calculate  noise  levels  is  described  in  more 
detail  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.I.3.  Noise  levels  are  displayed  graphically  as  DNL 
contours  in  5  dB  increments  ranging  from  65  dB  to  85  dB.  The  number  of  off-base  acres  affected 
by  noise  levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNL  would  increase  from  724  to  997  acres  (see  Table  4-23). 
The  estimated  number  of  residents  affected  by  this  same  level  of  noise  would  increase  by  594 
from  214  to  808  residents. 


Table  4-23,  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Impacts  Relative  to  Baseline  Noise  at 

McConnell  AFB 


Noise 
Level 
(dB  DNL) 

Baseline  Conditions 

FTU  Scenario 

MOB  1  Scenario 

Off-Base 

Population 

Off-Base 

Acres 

On-Base 

Acres 

Off-Base 

Population 

Off-Base 

Acres 

On-Base 

Acres 

Off-Base 

Population 

Off-Base 

Acres 

On-Base 

Acres 

65-69 

213 

650 

438 

805 

834 

442 

15 

333 

435 

70-74 

1 

74 

418 

3 

163 

384 

0 

5 

337 

75-79 

0 

0 

455 

0 

0 

463 

0 

0 

503 

80-84 

0 

0 

198 

0 

0 

315 

0 

0 

173 

>85 

0 

0 

128 

0 

0 

129 

0 

0 

112 

Total 

214 

724 

1,637 

808 

997 

1,733 

15 

338 

1,560 

Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  would  not  expose  off-base  areas  to 
noise  levels  greater  than  80  dB  DNL.  A  total  of  444  on-base  acres  located  along  the  flightline  would 
be  affected  by  noise  levels  greater  than  80  dB  DNL.  The  number  of  structures  on  McConnell  AFB 
exposed  to  noise  levels  greater  than  80  dB  DNL  would  increase  from  46  to  48.  None  of  the  structures 
are  occupied  for  residential  purposes.  Hearing  loss  risk  among  people  working  in  high-noise 
environments  on  McConnell  AFB  would  continue  to  be  assessed  and  managed  in  accordance  with 
DoD,  OSHA,  and  NIOSH  regulations  regarding  occupational  noise  exposure. 
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Figure  4-5.  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  and  Baseline  Noise  Contours  at  McConnell  AFB 
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Table  4-24  presents  noise  conditions  at  several  representative  locations  in  the  area  surrounding 
McConnell  AFB.  These  points,  which  are  shown  on  Figure  4-5,  do  not  denote  a  specific  noise- 
sensitive  receptor,  but  were  instead  established  based  on  geographic  center  points  of  U.S.  Census 
subdivisions.  Noise  levels  at  the  representative  locations  under  baseline  conditions  and  the  FTU 
and  MOB  1  scenarios  are  listed  in  Table  4-24.  The  DNL  at  the  8  locations  studied  would  increase 
between  1  and  2  dB  under  the  FTU  scenario.  Increases  in  time-averaged  noise  levels  near  the  base 
would  be  a  result  of  increases  in  operations  tempo  instead  of  the  aircraft  being  louder.  For  each 
location,  a  range  of  SELs  is  provided  for  the  loudest  five  overflight  types  experienced  at  that 
location.  Departures  and  closed  patterns  of  transient  aircraft  (e.g.,  F-16C,  T-38C)  generate  the 
highest  SELs  at  the  locations  studied.  A  few  KC-135  closed  pattern  operations  and  KC-46A 
departure  and  closed  pattern  operations  were  also  part  of  the  top  five  SEE  noise  contributors  under 
the  ETU  scenario.  Note  that  ground  tracks  and  aircraft  configuration  vary  from  flight  to  flight 
based  on  winds  and  other  factors,  so  flight  procedures  could  be  louder  or  quieter  than  the  SEE 
values  listed  in  this  table.  A  more  detailed  description  of  the  major  noise-contributing  operations  at 
McConnell  AEB  can  be  found  in  Table  C-1-4  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-I. 


Table  4-24.  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Levels  at  Representative  Locations 

Near  McConnell  AFB 


Location  ID 

Baseline 

FTU  Scenario 

MOB  1  Scenario 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs 
(dB)" 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs 
(dB)" 

DNL  (dB) 

Top  5  SELs 
(dB)“ 

1 

52 

83-94 

53 

83-94 

50 

83-94 

2 

65 

95-108 

66 

95-108 

60 

93-108 

3 

54 

82-95 

55 

86-95 

53 

83-95 

4 

52 

81-95 

53 

81-95 

50 

81-95 

5 

55 

85-96 

56 

85-96 

53 

85-96 

6 

53 

85-98 

55 

85-98 

50 

83-98 

7 

52 

82-101 

54 

84-101 

50 

83-101 

8 

61 

91-102 

62 

91-102 

57 

91-102 

‘Top  5  SELs’  refers  to  the  range  of  loudest  five  event  types  experienced  at  the  location  (see  Attachment  C-1). 


C&D  activities  in  support  of  the  proposed  beddown  would  be  conducted  in  the  context  of  an  active 
AFB  where  aircraft  and  other  types  of  noise  are  a  normal  part  of  the  environment.  Although 
equipment  would  be  muffled,  construction  activities  unavoidably  generate  localized  increases  in 
noise  qualitatively  different  from  aircraft  noise.  For  example,  a  typical  backhoe,  dozer,  and  crane 
generate  up  to  approximately  78,  82,  and  81  dB,  respectively,  at  a  distance  of  50  feet 
(FHWA  2006).  Construction  noise  would  be  minimized  in  accordance  with  local  regulations  and 
would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  lasting  only  the  duration  of  the  project.  Furthermore, 
construction  activities  would  be  expected  to  take  place  during  normal  working  hours 
(i.e.,  7:00  A.M.  to  5:00  P.M.).  Some  people  living  or  working  near  the  construction  sites  may 
notice  and  be  annoyed  by  the  noise,  but  noise  impacts  would  not  be  substantial  enough  to  be 
considered  significant. 

4.4. 1.1.2  Auxiliary  Airfields 

As  part  of  the  FTU  scenario,  aircrews  operating  the  KC-46A  would  use  three  auxiliary  airfields 
that  are  currently  being  used  by  KC-135  aircrews  to  provide  variable  training  experiences. 
KC-46A  aircraft  would  make  use  of  established  flying  procedures  while  conducting  operations  at 
auxiliary  airfields.  These  auxiliary  airfields  are  described  below.  Auxiliary  airfield  operations 
would  not  be  conducted  after  10:00  P.M.  or  before  7:00  A.M. 
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Clinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  (CSM),  OK.  An  estimated  977  KC-46A  annual  airfield 
operations  would  be  conducted  at  CSM  under  the  FTU  scenario.  The  operations  would  take  place 
in  the  context  of  28,485  current  annual  airfield  operations.  A  large  percentage  of  ongoing 
operations  at  CSM  are  military  aircraft  that  are  as  loud  as  or  louder  than  the  KC-46A.  Based  on  the 
relatively  low  number  of  KC-46A  operations  proposed  as  part  of  the  FTU  scenario,  noise  levels 
near  CSM  would  be  expected  to  increase  by  less  than  0.5  dB  DNL  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  B, 
Section  B. 1.3.2,  for  supporting  information).  KC-46A  aircrews  would  follow  procedures  used  by 
other  aircraft  operating  at  CSM  currently  including  avoidance  of  overflights  of  the  town  of  Burns 
Flat.  No  substantive  noise  impacts  would  be  expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of  proposed  KC-46A 
practice  landings  at  CSM. 

Forbes  Field  (FOE),  KS.  Approximately  the  same  number  of  KC-46A  auxiliary  airfield 
operations  conducted  at  CSM  would  also  be  conducted  at  Forbes  Field.  The  977  annual  KC-46A 
airfield  operations  would  be  conducted  in  addition  to  the  24,742  current  annual  airfield  operations. 
As  was  the  case  at  CSM,  a  large  percentage  of  operations  at  FOE  are  military  aircraft  that  are  as 
loud  as  or  louder  than  the  KC-46A.  An  ANG  KC-135  unit  is  based  at  FOE.  Based  on  the  relatively 
low  proposed  number  of  KC-46A  operations  in  the  context  of  a  large  number  of  operations  as  loud 
or  louder,  noise  levels  near  EOE  would  be  expected  to  increase  by  less  than  0.5  dB  DNE  (see 
Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B. 1.3.2,  for  supporting  information).  No  substantive  noise 
impacts  would  be  expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of  proposed  KC-46A  practice  landings  at  EOE. 

Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport  (ICT),  KS.  Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport  is  expected  to  be 
used  more  frequently  than  the  other  two  regularly  used  auxiliary  airfields  combined.  KC-135 
aircrews  currently  complete  35  or  more  operations  per  month  at  ICT.  However,  the 
4,561  proposed  KC-46A  operations  would  occur  in  the  context  of  165,035  airfield  operations 
being  conducted  annually  under  baseline  conditions.  Erequent  users  of  ICT  under  baseline 
conditions  include  commercial  and  military  aircraft  types  that  are  as  loud  as  or  louder  than  the 
KC-46A.  In  the  context  of  ongoing  operations,  proposed  KC-46A  practice  landings  would  be 
expected  to  increase  noise  levels  by  0.5  dB  DNE  or  less.  No  substantive  noise  impacts  would  be 
expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of  proposed  KC-46A  practice  landings  at  ICT. 

4.4. 1.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Noise  Consequences 

KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  use  the  same  flight  procedures 
currently  used  by  the  KC-135  aircrews  based  at  McConnell  AEB.  Tactical  operations  would 
make  up  25  percent  of  takeoff  and  40  percent  of  initial  landing  operations.  Tactical  operations, 
which  involve  operating  at  high  altitudes  except  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield, 
generate  less  noise  than  standard  operations  at  locations  that  are  not  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
airfield.  KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  fly  approximately 
33,710  operations  per  year  versus  the  24,521  annual  operations  currently  being  flown  by  the 
KC-135.  The  KC-46A  would  eventually  replace  the  KC-135  aircraft,  resulting  in 
47,807  projected  annual  airfield  operations. 

As  part  of  the  Reserve  associate  unit  operations,  the  KC-46A  would  be  flown  on  some  weekend 
days.  MOB  1  scenario  training  flights  would  be  conducted  312  days  per  year.  However,  mission 
sorties,  in  which  the  aircraft  is  supporting  real-world  operations,  could  take  place  on  any  day  of 
the  year.  Aircraft  based  at  McConnell  AEB  are  currently  operated  mostly  on  non-holiday  weekdays, 
but  training  sorties  do  occur  on  weekends  on  an  occasional  basis.  KC-46A  aircrews  would  conduct 
about  10  percent  of  total  airfield  operations  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 

Eigure  4-6  depicts  the  noise  contours  associated  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  at  McConnell  AEB.  Noise  contours  in  this  figure  include  geographically  isolated  areas  in 
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Figure  4-6.  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  and  Baseline  Noise  Contours  at  McConnell  AFB 
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which  the  noise  level  exceeds  65  dB  DNL.  In  this  case,  the  noise  contour  islands  result  from  a 
crossing  of  representative  flight  paths  used  in  the  noise  model.  The  total  number  of  acres  (on-  and 
off-base)  and  the  number  of  off-base  residents  affected  by  noise  levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNL 
would  decrease  under  the  MOB  1  scenario  (see  Table  4-23).  Reduction  in  noise  levels  can  be 
generally  attributed  to  the  replacement  of  the  KC-135  with  the  slightly  quieter  KC-46A  aircraft. 

As  described  in  Section  2.3.3,  lOT&E  operations  would  be  conducted  at  the  MOB  1 
location.  lOT&E  operations  would  be  expected  to  be  indistinguishable  to  members  of  the  public 
from  standard  MOB  1  flying  operations  and  would  taper  off  before  the  MOB  1  reaches  full 
operations  tempo  such  that  annual  operations  listed  counts  for  MOB  1  would  not  be  exceeded. 

Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AEB  would  not  expose  off-base 
areas  to  noise  levels  greater  than  80  dB  DNE.  On  base,  the  number  of  acres  affected  by  this  same 
noise  level  would  decrease  from  326  to  285  acres.  The  area  affected  would  be  different  from 
under  baseline  conditions,  and  the  number  of  structures  affected  would  decrease  from  46  to  40. 
Hearing  loss  risk  among  people  working  in  high-noise  environments  on  McConnell  AEB  would 
continue  to  be  assessed  and  managed  in  accordance  with  DoD,  OSHA,  and  NIOSH  regulations 
regarding  occupational  noise  exposure. 

Additional  noise  analysis  was  conducted  at  eight  representative  locations  near  McConnell  AEB. 
The  representative  locations,  which  are  depicted  on  Eigure  4-6,  were  established  based  on  central 
points  of  U.S.  Census  subdivisions  and  do  not  denote  specific  noise-sensitive  locations.  DNE 
values  and  the  SEE  generated  by  the  loudest  five  types  of  overflights  at  these  locations  are  listed 
in  Table  4-24  for  baseline  conditions  and  the  MOB  1  scenario.  Changes  in  DNE  would  range 
from  a  decrease  of  1  to  5  dB.  The  range  of  top  five  loudest  event  types  would  increase  in  some 
areas  and  decrease  in  others.  Table  C-1-4  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Attachment  C-I,  provides 
details  regarding  the  operations  types  generating  the  highest  SEEs  at  the  locations  studied. 

C&D  noise  under  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  produce  similar  or  higher  impacts  compared  to  the 
ETU  scenario,  as  this  scenario  would  require  a  larger  amount  of  C&D  activity.  Due  to  the 
temporary  and  intermittent  nature  of  C&D  and  its  associated  noise  level,  noise  impacts  would 
not  be  substantial  enough  to  be  considered  significant. 

4.4.2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  impact  of  emissions  that  would  occur  from  proposed 
KC-46A  construction  and  operational  activities  at  McConnell  AEB  resulting  from 
implementation  of  the  ETU  or  MOB  1  scenarios.  Volume  II,  Appendix  D,  Section  D.4.I,  of  this 
Einal  EIS  includes  estimations  of  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  HAPs,  and  GHGs  from  proposed 
sources  at  McConnell  AEB. 

The  regions  surrounding  McConnell  AEB  and  the  auxiliary  airfields  proposed  for  use  in  the  ETU 
and  MOB  1  scenarios  attain  all  of  the  NAAQS.  Therefore,  the  analysis  used  the  PSD  threshold  of 
250  tons  per  year  of  a  pollutant  as  an  indicator  of  significance  of  projected  air  quality  impacts 
within  these  regions. 

Construction  -  The  KC-46A  scenarios  proposed  for  McConnell  APB  would  require  construction 
and/or  renovation  of  airfield  facilities,  including  training  facilities,  hangars,  taxiways,  and 
maintenance  and  fueling  facilities.  Air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  constmction 
activities  would  occur  from  (1)  combustive  emissions  resulting  from  the  use  of  fossil  fuel-powered 
equipment  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  (PM10/PM2.5)  due  to  the  operation  of  equipment  on 
exposed  soil.  Construction  activity  data  were  developed  to  estimate  proposed  construction  equipment 
usages  and  associated  combustive  and  fugitive  dust  emissions  for  each  project  alternative. 
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Factors  needed  to  derive  construction  source  emission  rates  were  obtained  from  the  Compilation  of 
Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Volume  I  (USEPA  1995);  the  USEPA  NONROAD2008a 
model  for  nonroad  construction  equipment  (USEPA  2009a);  and  the  USEPA  MOVES2010b 
model  for  on-road  vehicles  (USEPA  2013b). 

Inclusion  of  standard  construction  practices  and  EEED  Silver  certification  into  proposed 
construction  activities  would  potentially  reduce  fugitive  dust  emissions  generated  from  the  use  of 
construction  equipment  on  exposed  soil  by  50  percent  from  uncontrolled  levels.  Section  4.1.2 
identifies  these  standard  construction  practices  that  would  control  fugitive  dust. 

Operations  -  Emissions  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  ETU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  at 
McConnell  AEB  would  include  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aircraft, 
(2)  onsite  POVs  and  GMVs,  (3)  offsite  POV  commutes,  (4)  AGE,  (5)  nonroad  mobile 
equipment,  (6)  mobile  fuel  transfer  operations,  and  (7)  stationary  and  other  sources.  Operational 
data  used  to  calculate  the  projected  KC-46A  aircraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  data  used  in 
the  project  noise  analyses  (see  Section  4.4.1).  Eactors  used  to  calculate  combustive  emissions  for 
the  KC-46A  aircraft  were  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the 
PW4062  engine  (ICAO  2013b).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the  KC-46A  engine  were 
based  on  those  currently  used  for  the  KC-135  aircraft  (Air  Eorce  Civil  Engineer  Center  2013). 

Emissions  from  non-aircraft  sources  resulting  from  the  proposed  ETU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  were 
estimated  by  multiplying  existing  emissions  for  these  sources  at  McConnell  AEB  by  the  ratio  of 
total  employment  populations  associated  with  each  proposed  scenario  and  baseline  conditions  at 
McConnell  AEB.  The  air  quality  analysis  used  CY  2012  to  define  existing  emissions,  as  it  included 
the  most  recent  calendar  year  of  operational  activities  at  McConnell  AEB  (see  Table  3-32).  Eor 
comparative  purposes,  emissions  resulting  from  proposed  AGE  supporting  the  KC-46A  were 
based  on  AGE  usages  for  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  McConnell  AEB. 

The  analysis  of  proposed  aircraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  occur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typical  depth  of  the  atmospheric  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations.  In  general, 
aircraft  emissions  released  above  the  mixing  layer  would  not  appreciably  affect  ground-level  air 
quality. 

4.4.2. 1  FTU  Scenario  Air  Quality  Consequences 

Table  4-25  presents  estimates  of  emissions  from  construction  activities  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario  at  McConnell  AEB.  These  data  show  that,  for  each  year  of 
construction,  total  emissions  would  fall  well  below  the  PSD  thresholds  used  to  indicate 
significance  or  insignificance.  Therefore,  temporary  construction  emissions  resulting  from 
implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario  would  produce  less  than  significant  air  quality  impacts.  The 
main  sources  of  PM10/PM2.5  emissions  would  be  fugitive  dust  from  the  proposed  operation  of 
equipment  on  unpaved  surfaces. 

The  air  quality  impact  analysis  of  the  ETU  scenario  at  McConnell  AEB  is  based  on  the  net 
increase  in  emissions  associated  with  the  beddown  of  eight  KC-46A  aircraft.  To  produce  a 
conservative  analysis,  it  was  assumed  that  all  KC-46A  aircraft  associated  with  the  ETU  scenario 
would  become  operational  at  McConnell  AEB  in  CY  2016. 
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Table  4-25,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  the  FTU  Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB 


Y  ear/Construction 
Activity 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PMi« 

PM2.5 

C02e  (mt) 

CY  2014 

Demolish  All  Buildings 

0.01 

0.07 

0.14 

0.00 

0.10 

0.02 

21 

Total  Building  Development 

0.93 

4.83 

10.09 

0.28 

6.06 

1.36 

1,361 

Apron  Fuels  Hydrant 

Upgrade 

0.03 

0.14 

0.29 

0.01 

0.18 

0.04 

39 

Airfield/Runway  Taxi  way 

D/F  Repairs 

0.03 

0.71 

0.17 

0.00 

0.22 

0.04 

29 

Total  CY  2014 

1.00 

5.75 

10.69 

0.29 

6.56 

1.45 

1,451 

CY  2016 

Alpha  Ramp  Deicing  Pad 
Expansions  and  Supporting 
Infrastructure 

0.04 

0.21 

0.40 

0.01 

0.57 

0.09 

106 

Total  CY  2016 

0.04 

0.21 

0.40 

0.01 

0.57 

0.09 

106 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 


Table  4-26  summarizes  the  annual  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A  FTU  operations  at 
McConnell  AFB.  These  data  show  that  the  increase  in  emissions  from  the  addition  of  eight 
KC-46A  aircraft  at  McConnell  AFB  would  not  exceed  250  tons  per  year  for  VOCs,  CO,  SOx, 
PMio,  or  PM2.5.  Therefore,  the  FTU  scenario  would  produce  less  than  significant  impacts  to  these 
pollutant  levels.  However,  these  data  also  show  that  the  increase  in  NOx  emissions  from  the 
proposed  FTU  scenario  would  exceed  250  tons  per  year.  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing 
engine  testing  activities  are  the  primary  contributors  to  these  emission  increases. 

Emissions  of  NOx  that  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  within  Sedgwick 
County  were  compared  to  the  most  recent  Sedgwick  County  emissions  inventory  (CY  2008)  to 
determine  the  relative  magnitude  of  proposed  emissions  and,  therefore,  their  potential  to  combine 
with  baseline  emissions  and  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  an  ambient  air  quality  standard.  The 
NOx  emission  increases  that  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  would 
amount  to  about  5  percent  of  the  total  NOx  emissions  generated  by  Sedgwick  County  in  2008 
(see  Table  3-31).  The  majority  of  emissions  generated  by  the  FTU  scenario  would  occur  from 
KC-46A  aircraft  operations  up  to  an  altitude  of  3,000  feet  AGE  and  across  the  several  square 
miles  that  make  up  the  McConnell  AEB  airspace  and  adjoining  aircraft  flight  patterns.  These 
emissions  would  be  adequately  mixed  through  this  volume  of  atmosphere  to  the  point  that  they 
would  not  result  in  substantial  ground-level  air  quality  impacts  in  any  localized  area.  Given  that 
the  county  attains  the  NO2  NAAQS  by  a  wide  margin,  these  NOx  emission  increases  would 
likely  not  have  the  potential  to  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  the  NO2  NAAQS. 

As  mentioned  in  section  3.4.2,  air  quality  monitoring  stations  in  the  project  region  have  recently 
recorded  maximum  O3  levels  that  are  slightly  higher  than  the  value  of  the  national  standard.  The 
above  analysis  demonstrates  that  emissions  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  would 
be  diluted  over  a  large  volume  of  atmosphere  across  the  McConnell  AEB  project  region.  These 
factors  would  dilute  the  impact  of  proposed  NOx  emissions  within  any  localized  area  and  to 
ambient  O3  levels.  However,  the  increase  in  NOx  emissions  generated  from  operation  of  the  ETU 
scenario  would  amount  to  approximately  5  percent  annual  increase  and  potentially  a  4  ton  per  day. 
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or  more,  increase  in  NOx  emitted  within  Sedgwick  County  as  a  whole.  These  NOx  emissions  would 
occur  in  an  area  that  is  in  jeopardy  of  not  continuing  to  attain  the  NAAQS  for  O3.  Therefore,  the 
increase  in  NOx  (and  VOC)  emissions  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario,  in 
combination  with  all  other  sources  of  those  precursor  emissions  in  Sedgwick  County  on  a  given 
day,  could  be  substantial  enough  to  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  the  O3  NAAQS  in  the  region. 


Table  4-26,  Annual  Operations  Emissions  Under  the  FTU  Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB, 

CY  2016 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMio 

PM2.5 

COie  (mt) 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

34.63 

157.55 

1,034.50 

54.09 

3.35 

2.84 

150,110 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-46A 

14.14 

48.41 

23.62 

1.88 

0.17 

0.15 

5,226 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.38 

2.73 

3.11 

0.12 

0.46 

0.42 

557 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

10.89 

176.49 

291.09 

27.06 

1.47 

1.47 

75,389 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

11.89 

52.46 

97.63 

8.46 

6.72 

6.72 

20,676 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

2.03 

27.92 

44.75 

3.56 

0.19 

0.19 

9,907 

AGE  -  Existing  Aircraft 

1.17 

8.41 

9.56 

0.37 

1.41 

1.29 

1,710 

GM  Vs/Nonroad  Equipment 

1.45 

6.78 

16.44 

0.61 

1.63 

1.21 

3,033 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  On 

Base 

0.13 

7.13 

0.94 

0.02 

0.08 

0.04 

1,246 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  Off 

Base 

0.74 

34.60 

6.10 

0.10 

0.73 

0.37 

6,406 

Mobile  Euel  Transfer  Operations 

0.13 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

a 

9.08 

13.62 

0.31 

a 

a 

a 

Total  McConnell  AFB  Emissions 

-  FTU  Scenario 

77.60 

531.55 

1,541.37 

96.55 

16.21 

14.71 

274,529 

Existing  McConnell  AFB 
Emissions 

40.79 

335.90 

493.25 

40.43 

12.89 

11.63 

117,551 

McConnell  AEB  FTU  Scenario 
Minus  Existing  Emissions 

36.81 

195.65 

1,048.11 

56.12 

3.32 

3.08 

156,708 

FTU  Scenario  Net  Emissions 
Increase  Fraction  of  Sedgwick 
County  Emissions 

0.001 

0.002 

0.05 

0.06 

0.00001 

0.0004 

0.05 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant. 


Key:  COie  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 

4.4.2. 1 . 1  Auxiliary  Airfields 

Emissions  from  KC-46A  FTU  operations  would  occur  within  the  immediate  area  of  the  auxiliary 
airfields  and  aircraft  flight  routes  between  these  areas  and  McConnell  AFB.  Table  4-27 
summarizes  the  annual  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A  operations  proposed  at  each 
auxiliary  airfield  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB.  These  data  show  that  the 
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increase  in  proposed  emissions  at  CSM,  FOE,  and  ICT  would  not  exceed  a  PSD  threshold. 
Therefore,  KC-46A  operations  at  each  auxiliary  airfield  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  would 
produce  less  than  significant  air  quality  impacts. 


Table  4-27.  Annual  Emissions  from  KC-46A  FTU  Operations  at  Auxiliary  Airfields  Near 

McConnell  AFB,  CY  2016 


Auxiliary  Airfield 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMi« 

PM2.5 

COie  (mt) 

Clinton  Sherman  Industrial 
Airpark  (CSM) 

0.12 

1.45 

25.97 

1.32 

0.08 

0.07 

3,671 

Forbes  Field  (FOE) 

0.12 

1.45 

25.97 

1.32 

0.08 

0.07 

3,671 

Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport 
(ICT) 

0.54 

6.76 

121.25 

6.15 

0.36 

0.30 

17,138 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 


4.4.2.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Air  Quality  Consequences 

Table  4-28  presents  estimates  of  emissions  from  constmction  activities  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB.  These  data  show  that,  for  each  year  of 
construction,  total  emissions  would  fall  well  below  the  PSD  thresholds  used  to  indicate  significance 
or  insignificance.  Therefore,  temporary  construction  emissions  from  the  proposed  MOB  1  scenario 
would  produce  less  than  significant  air  quality  impacts.  The  main  sources  of  PM10/PM2.5  emissions 
would  be  fugitive  dust  from  the  operation  of  equipment  on  unpaved  surfaces. 


Table  4-28,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  the  MOB  1  Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB 


Year 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.5 

C02e  (mt) 

CY  2014 

1.31 

6.87 

14.12 

0.39 

8.56 

1.91 

1,915 

CY  2015 

0.97 

5.52 

10.33 

0.29 

3.46 

1.16 

1,485 

CY  2016 

0.05 

0.28 

0.55 

0.02 

0.60 

0.10 

129 

CY  2017 

0.00 

0.06 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 


The  air  quality  impact  analysis  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  is  based  on  the  net 
change  in  emissions  that  would  result  from  the  replacement  of  existing  KC-135  operations  with 
operations  from  the  beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft.  To  produce  a  conservative  analysis,  it  was 
assumed  that  all  36  KC-46A  aircraft  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  become 
operational  at  McConnell  AFB  in  CY  2016. 

Table  4-29  summarizes  the  annual  emissions  that  would  result  from  implementation  of  the 
MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB.  The  data  in  Table  4-29  show  that  the  net  increase  in 
emissions  from  the  replacement  of  existing  KC-135  aircraft  operations  with  operations  from 
36  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not  exceed  250  tons  per  year  for  VOCs,  CO,  SOx,  PMio,  or  PM2.5. 
Therefore,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  produce  less  than  significant  impacts  on 
these  pollutant  levels.  However,  these  data  also  show  that  the  increase  in  NOx  emissions  from  the 
MOB  1  scenario  would  exceed  250  tons  per  year.  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing 
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engine  testing  activities  are  the  primary  contributors  to  these  emission  increases.  The  NOx 
emission  increases  that  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  amount 
to  about  3  percent  of  the  total  NOx  emissions  generated  by  Sedgwick  County  in  2008  (see 
Table  3-31). 


Table  4-29,  Annual  Operations  Emissions  Under  the  MOB  1  Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB, 

CY  2016 


Activity  Type 

Air  Pollutant  Emissions  (tons  per  year) 

VOCs 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMio 

PM2.5 

C02e  (mt) 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

50.07 

201.73 

837.56 

45.42 

2.92 

2.49 

125,647 

On- Wing  Aircraft  Engine 

Testing  -  KC-46A 

14.39 

49.54 

28.94 

2.34 

0.21 

0.19 

6,286 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.59 

4.22 

4.80 

0.18 

0.71 

0.65 

858 

Transient  Aircraft 

11.89 

52.46 

97.63 

8.46 

6.72 

6.72 

20,676 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  Existing  Aircraft 

0.59 

4.25 

4.84 

0.19 

0.71 

0.65 

865 

GM  Vs/Nonroad  Equipment 

1.09 

5.08 

12.32 

0.45 

1.22 

0.91 

2,271 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  On 
Base 

0.10 

5.34 

0.70 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

933 

Privately  Owned  Vehicles  -  Off 
Base 

0.56 

25.92 

4.57 

0.07 

0.55 

0.28 

4,798 

Mobile  Euel  Transfer  Operations 

0.10 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

a 

6.80 

10.20 

0.23 

a 

a 

a 

Total  McConnell  AFB  - 

MOB  1  Scenario 

79.37 

355.33 

1,001.56 

57.36 

13.09 

11.91 

162,334 

Existing  McConnell  AFB 
Emissions 

40.79 

335.90 

493.25 

40.43 

12.89 

11.63 

117,551 

McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 
Scenario  Minus  Existing 
Emissions 

38.58 

19.44 

508.31 

16.93 

0.20 

0.29 

44,783 

MOB  1  Scenario  Net  Emissions 
Increase  Fraction  of  Sedgwick 
County  Emissions 

0.001 

0.0001 

0.02 

0.02 

0.000001 

0.00001 

0.01 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

N/A 

Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant. 

Key:  C02e  (mt)  -  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  in  metric  tons 


Similar  to  what  is  described  above  for  the  proposed  FTU  scenario,  NOx  emission  increases  from 
the  MOB  1  scenario  would  likely  not  have  the  potential  to  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  the 
NO2  NAAQS. 

The  NOx  emissions  from  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  occur  in  an  area  that  is  in 
jeopardy  of  not  continuing  to  attain  the  NAAQS  for  O3.  These  emissions  would  represent  a 
2  percent  annual  increase  and  a  potential  2  ton,  or  more,  daily  increase  in  NOx  emissions  in  the 
region.  Therefore,  the  increase  in  NOx  (and  VOC)  emissions  resulting  from  implementation  of 
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the  MOB  1  scenario,  in  combination  with  all  other  sources  of  those  precursor  emissions  in 
Sedgwick  County  on  a  given  day,  could  be  substantial  enough  to  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of 
the  O3  NAAQS  in  the  region. 

Early  in  its  planning,  the  USAF  reconsidered  its  operational  assumptions  and  projections  to 
avoid  or  reduce  potential  impacts  to  the  extent  feasible.  This  resulted  in  the  development  of 
alternatives  that  reduced  the  emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  to  the  extent  feasible  by  reducing  the 
number  of  near-field  operations,  such  as  landing  and  take-off  operations.  At  this  time,  the  USAF 
is  not  aware  of  any  other  feasible  mitigations  that  could  be  applied  to  further  reduce  the 
emissions  impact  from  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing  engine  testing  activities. 

Proposed  operations  under  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  at  McConnell  AFB  would  emit  HAPs 
that  could  potentially  impact  public  health.  Proposed  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  and  on-wing 
engine  testing  activities  would  generate  the  majority  of  HAPs  from  these  scenarios.  As  discussed 
above  for  proposed  criteria  pollutant  impacts,  since  proposed  KC-46A  operations  would  occur 
intermittently  over  a  volume  of  atmosphere,  they  would  produce  minimal  ambient  impacts  of 
HAPs  in  a  localized  area. 

In  addition  to  presenting  estimates  of  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  the  KC-46A 
scenarios  at  McConnell  AFB,  the  following  considers  how  climate  change  may  impact  the 
KC-46A  beddown  scenarios  at  McConnell  AFB.  For  McConnell  AFB,  the  projected  climate 
change  impact  of  concern  is  increased  aridity,  as  documented  in  Global  Climate  Change  Impacts 
in  the  United  States  (USGCRP  2009).  This  report  predicts  that  in  the  future,  the  Great  Plains 
region  surrounding  McConnell  AFB  will  experience  warmer  temperatures  and  decreasing 
precipitation.  These  conditions  will  produce  not  only  more  frequent  extreme  events  such  as  heat 
waves,  droughts,  scarcities  of  water  supplies,  but  also  heavy  rainfall.  While  operations  at 
McConnell  AFB  have  already  adapted  to  droughts,  high  temperatures,  and  scarce  water  supplies, 
exacerbation  of  these  conditions  in  the  future  may  increase  the  cost  of  proposed  operations  at 
McConnell  AFB  and  could  impede  operations  during  extreme  events.  Additional  measures  could 
be  needed  to  mitigate  such  impacts. 

4.4.3  Safety 

This  section  addresses  the  potential  environmental  consequences  to  flight  and  ground  safety  that 
could  occur  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of  McConnell  AFB  with  implementation  of  either  the  KC-46A 
FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario.  The  addition  of  up  to  eight  aircraft  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario 
would  cause  an  increase  in  airfield  operations  and  could  increase  both  flight  and  ground  safety 
risk. 

Replacement  of  the  existing  44  PAA  KC-135  mission  with  the  new  36  PAA  KC-46A  MOB  1 
scenario  would  be  expected  to  result  in  similar  flight  and  ground  safety  consequences. 

4.4. 3.1  FTU  Scenario  Safety  Consequences 

The  FTU  scenario  would  be  a  new  mission  at  McConnell  AFB,  resulting  in  additional  new 
aircraft  operations,  which  could  increase  safety  consequences. 

4.4. 3. 1.1  Flight  Safety 

Aircraft  Mishaps  -  Although  there  would  be  an  increase  in  operations  with  the  addition  of  the 
FTU  scenario,  KC-46A  aircraft  would  utilize  the  existing  flight  patterns  and  AR  tracks  as  those 
used  by  the  KC-135  mission.  As  discussed  previously,  the  accident  rate  for  the  KC-46A  is 
expected  to  be  similar  to  that  of  the  commercial  airframe  upon  which  it  is  based.  Using  the 
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accident  rate  of  0.36  per  flight  cycle,  it  is  projected  that  the  probability  of  a  KC-46A  accident  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  airfield  would  be  low  (less  than  one  every  100  years;  see  Volume  II, 
Appendix  B,  Section  B.3.3.1). 

Therefore,  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  is  not  anticipated  to 
result  in  any  net  increase  in  the  safety  risks  associated  with  aircraft  mishaps  or  any  increase  in 
the  risks  of  occurrence  of  those  mishaps. 

BirdAVildlife-Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  -  The  addition  of  eight  aircraft  could  slightly  increase 
the  risk  of  aircraft  accidents  due  to  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes.  Ongoing  elements  of  the 
McConnell  AFB  BASH  Plan  would  continue. 

Additionally,  as  part  of  an  overall  strategy  to  reduce  BASH  risks,  the  USAF  has  developed  a 
Bird  Avoidance  Model  using  CIS  technology  as  a  tool  for  analysis  and  correlation  of  bird 
habitat,  migration,  and  breeding  characteristics  with  key  environmental  and  manmade  geospatial 
data.  The  model  was  created  to  provide  USAF  pilots  and  flight  schedulers/planners  with  a  tool 
for  making  informed  decisions  when  selecting  flight  routes  in  an  effort  to  protect  human  lives, 
wildlife,  and  equipment  during  air  operations.  This  information  is  integrated  into  required  pilot 
briefings,  which  take  place  prior  to  any  sortie. 

With  proposed  KC-46A  flight  operations  similar  to  those  being  conducted  by  KC-135  aircraft  at 
McConnell  AFB,  the  overall  potential  for  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes  is  not  anticipated  to  be 
significantly  greater  than  current  levels.  All  safety  actions  in  place  for  existing  KC-135 
operations  would  continue  to  be  in  place  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  McConnell  AFB  personnel 
have  developed  aggressive  procedures  designed  to  minimize  the  occurrence  of  bird/wildlife - 
aircraft  strikes,  and  have  documented  detailed  procedures  to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk 
of  bird  strikes.  When  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strike  hazard  risks  increase,  limits  are  placed  on  low- 
altitude  flight  and  some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches,  closed-pattern  pattern  work) 
in  the  airport  and  airspace  environments.  Special  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the 
potential  for  bird  strikes  is  high  within  the  airspace.  KC-46A  pilots  would  be  subject  to  these 
procedures.  Therefore,  no  significant  impact  would  occur  related  to  bird/wildlife- aircraft  strike 
hazard  issues. 

4.4. 3. 1.2  Ground  Safety 

There  are  no  aspects  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  that  are  expected  to  create 
new  or  unique  ground  safety  issues  not  already  addressed  by  current  policies  and  procedures. 
Operations  and  maintenance  procedures,  as  they  relate  to  ground  safety,  are  conducted  by  base 
personnel  and  would  not  change  from  current  conditions.  All  activities  would  continue  to  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations,  technical  orders,  and  AFOSH  standards. 

No  unique  construction  practices  or  materials  would  be  required  as  part  of  any  of  the  renovation, 
addition,  or  construction  projects  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB. 
All  renovation  and  construction  activities  would  comply  with  all  applicable  OSHA  regulations  to 
protect  workers.  In  addition,  the  newly  constructed  buildings  would  be  built  in  compliance  with 
antiterrorism/force  protection  requirements.  The  USAF  does  not  anticipate  any  significant  safety 
impacts  as  a  result  of  construction,  demolition,  or  renovation  if  all  applicable  AFOSH  and  OSHA 
requirements  are  implemented. 

The  KC-46A  would  be  operated  in  an  airfield  environment  similar  to  the  current  operational 
environment.  Since  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  airframe  and  would  require  response  actions  specific  to 
the  aircraft,  the  emergency  and  mishap  response  plans  would  be  updated  to  include  procedures 
and  response  actions  necessary  to  address  a  mishap  involving  the  KC-46A  and  associated 
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equipment.  With  this  update,  the  McConnell  AFB  airfield  safety  conditions  would  be  similar  to 
baseline  conditions.  Therefore,  no  significant  impact  would  occur  from  aircraft  mishaps  or 
mishap  response. 

As  stated  previously  in  Section  3.4.7,  incompatible  development  exists  within  APZ I  and  APZ II. 
Additionally,  the  land  directly  south  and  east  of  McConnell  AFB  is  identified  as  a  future  growth 
area  for  the  Cities  of  Wichita  and  Derby.  Coordination  between  McConnell  AFB  and  the 
localities,  and  consideration  of  AICUZ  guidelines,  would  minimize  the  impact  of  future 
development  on  the  mission  of  McConnell  AFB.  See  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Figure  B-I,  for  the 
typical  generic  CZ  and  APZ  dimensions. 

4.4. 3.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Safety  Consequences 

The  MOB  1  scenario  would  replace  the  existing  KC-135  mission  with  fewer  aircraft,  although 
annual  airfield  operations  would  be  higher. 

4.4. 3. 2.1  Flight  Safety 

Aircraft  Mishaps  -  Although  there  would  be  an  increase  in  operations  with  replacement  of  the 
KC-135  mission,  KC-46A  aircraft  would  utilize  the  same  flight  patterns  and  AR  tracks  as  those 
used  by  the  KC-135  mission. 

As  discussed  previously,  the  accident  rate  for  the  KC-46A  is  expected  to  be  similar  to  that  of  the 
commercial  airframe  upon  which  it  is  based.  Using  the  accident  rate  of  0.36  per  flight  cycle,  it  is 
projected  that  the  probability  of  a  KC-46A  accident  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airfield  would  be  low 
(less  than  one  every  100  years;  see  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.3.3.I). 

Therefore,  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  is  not  anticipated 
to  result  in  any  net  increase  in  the  safety  risks  associated  with  aircraft  mishaps  or  any  increase  in 
the  risks  of  occurrence  of  those  mishaps. 

BirdAVildlife-Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  -  Because  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  would  replace 
the  current  tanker  mission,  the  same  risk  of  aircraft  accidents  due  to  bird/wildlife  strikes  that  are 
currently  occurring  would  be  expected  to  continue  with  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario. 
In  addition,  ongoing  elements  of  the  McConnell  AFB  BASH  Plan  would  continue. 

Additionally,  as  part  of  an  overall  strategy  to  reduce  BASH  risks,  the  USAF  has  developed  a 
Bird  Avoidance  Model  using  GIS  technology  as  a  tool  for  analysis  and  correlation  of  bird 
habitat,  migration,  and  breeding  characteristics  with  key  environmental  and  manmade  geospatial 
data.  The  model  was  created  to  provide  USAF  pilots  and  flight  schedulers/planners  with  a  tool 
for  making  informed  decisions  when  selecting  flight  routes  in  an  effort  to  protect  human  lives, 
wildlife,  and  equipment  during  air  operations.  This  information  is  integrated  into  required  pilot 
briefings,  which  take  place  prior  to  any  sortie. 

With  KC-46A  flight  operations  similar  to  those  being  conducted  by  KC-135  aircraft  at 
McConnell  AFB,  the  overall  potential  for  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes  is  not  anticipated  to  be 
significantly  greater  than  current  levels.  All  safety  actions  in  place  for  existing  KC-135 
operations  would  continue  to  be  in  place  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  McConnell  AFB  personnel 
have  developed  aggressive  procedures  designed  to  minimize  the  occurrence  of  bird/wildlife- 
aircraft  strikes,  and  have  documented  detailed  procedures  to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk 
of  bird  strikes.  When  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strike  hazard  risks  increase,  limits  are  placed  on  low- 
altitude  flight  and  some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches,  closed-pattern  pattern  work) 
in  the  airport  and  airspace  environments.  Special  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the 
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potential  for  bird  strikes  is  high  within  the  airspace.  KC-46A  pilots  would  be  subject  to  these 
procedures.  Therefore,  no  significant  impact  would  occur  related  to  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strike 
hazard  issues. 

4.4. 3. 2. 2  Ground  Safety 

There  are  no  aspects  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  that  are  expected  to 
create  new  or  unique  ground  safety  issues  not  already  addressed  by  current  policies  and 
procedures.  Operations  and  maintenance  procedures,  as  they  relate  to  ground  safety,  are 
conducted  by  base  personnel  and  would  not  change  from  current  conditions.  All  activities  would 
continue  to  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations,  technical  orders,  and 
AFOSH  standards. 

No  unique  construction  practices  or  materials  would  be  required  as  part  of  any  of  the  renovation, 
addition,  or  construction  projects  associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at 
McConnell  AFB.  All  renovation  and  construction  activities  would  comply  with  all  applicable 
OSHA  regulations  to  protect  workers.  In  addition,  the  newly  constructed  buildings  would  be 
built  in  compliance  with  antiterrorism/force  protection  requirements.  The  USAF  does  not 
anticipate  any  significant  safety  impacts  as  a  result  of  construction,  demolition,  or  renovation  if 
all  applicable  AFOSH  and  OSHA  requirements  are  implemented. 

The  KC-46A  would  be  operated  in  an  airfield  environment  similar  to  the  current  operational 
environment.  Since  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  airframe  and  would  require  response  actions  specific  to 
the  aircraft,  the  emergency  and  mishap  response  plans  would  be  updated  to  include  procedures 
and  response  actions  necessary  to  address  a  mishap  involving  the  KC-46A  and  associated 
equipment.  With  this  update,  the  McConnell  AFB  airfield  safety  conditions  would  be  similar  to 
baseline  conditions.  Therefore,  no  significant  impact  would  occur  from  aircraft  mishaps  or 
mishap  response. 

As  stated  previously  in  Section  3.4.7,  incompatible  development  exists  within  APZ  I  and  APZ  II. 
Additionally,  the  land  directly  south  and  east  of  McConnell  AFB  is  identified  as  a  future  growth 
area  for  the  Cities  of  Wichita  and  Derby.  Coordination  between  McConnell  AFB  and  the 
localities,  and  consideration  of  AICUZ  guidelines,  would  minimize  the  impact  of  future 
development  on  the  mission  of  McConnell  AFB. 

4.4.4  Soils  and  Water 

4.4.4. 1  FTU  Scenario  Soils  and  Water  Consequences 

All  of  the  C&D  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  would  occur 
within  the  McConnell  AFB  boundary.  The  majority  of  this  work  would  occur  on  previously 
disturbed  areas.  As  shown  in  Table  2-15,  the  total  disturbed  area  for  the  projects  associated  with 
the  FTU  scenario  would  not  exceed  7  acres  (the  area  for  new  construction  and 
additions/alterations ) . 

For  any  projects  that  result  in  soil  disturbance,  the  USAF  would  ensure  that  all  construction 
activities  are  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  stormwater  discharge  permit  to  control 
erosion  and  prevent  sediment,  debris,  or  other  pollutants  from  entering  the  stormwater  system. 
The  USAF  would  specify  compliance  with  the  stormwater  discharge  permit  in  the  contractor 
construction  requirements. 

Improvements  to  the  deicing  containment  system  would  occur  as  part  of  the  proposed  action. 
Improvements  would  include  an  expansion  of  two  deicing  pads  to  accommodate  the  wider 
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wingspan  of  the  KC-46A,  replacement  of  the  existing  underground  holding  tank  with  tanks  sized 
appropriately  to  the  expanded  deicing  pads,  and  replacement  of  various  components  of  the 
deicing  system  (valves,  piping,  wet  well,  pump,  etc.).  The  third  existing  deicing  pad,  along  with 
the  existing  holding  tank,  would  be  decommissioned  in  place. 

The  NPDES  permit  includes  provisions  for  deicing  activities  within  Drainage  Area  1-19,  and  the 
renewed  permit  would  include  a  brief  description  of  the  new  deicing  holding  tanks.  The  permit 
requires  monitoring  of  biological  oxygen  demand  (BOD)  levels  in  drainages  where  deicing 
occurs.  Past  monitoring  results  in  Drainage  Area  1-19  have  shown  permit  exceedances  of  BOD 
in  the  stormwater  outfall.  These  exceedances  have  been  reported  to  the  Kansas  Department  of 
Health  and  Environment  (KDHE).  While  the  exact  cause  of  the  elevated  BOD  is  not  known,  it  is 
likely  related  to  some  deicing  fluid  entering  the  stormwater  outfall.  The  deicing  fluid  used  at 
McConnell  AEB  consists  of  a  propylene  glycol  solution.  Propylene  glycol  degrades  in  aquatic 
habitats  such  as  streams  and  rivers.  As  propylene  glycol  degrades,  oxygen  in  the  aquatic  habitat 
is  used  up  and  becomes  unavailable  to  aquatic  life.  McConnell  APB,  in  coordination  with  the 
KDHE,  will  continue  to  implement  the  best  management  practices  described  in 
Section  3. 4.4. 4. 2.1  to  reduce  the  potential  for  deicing  fluids  to  enter  surface  waters  at  this  outfall. 

Improvements  to  the  current  deicing  system  will  be  designed  to  increase  the  operational 
efficiency  of  the  deicing  process  and  minimize  the  amount  of  deicing  fluid  entering  Drainage 
Area  1-19.  Although  the  deicing  system  improvements  will  be  designed  to  minimize  deicing 
fluid  entering  the  outfall,  the  extent  to  which  the  improvements  will  improve  BOD  levels  in  the 
outfall  is  not  known  at  this  time.  Monitoring  and  active  management  would  continue  with  the 
implementation  of  the  PTU  scenario. 

The  increase  in  flying  operations  resulting  from  the  KC-46A  PTU  scenario  at  McConnell  APB 
has  the  potential  to  increase  the  use  of  deicing  fluids  and  thereby  increase  the  amount  of  deicing 
fluid  in  stormwater  runoff.  This  increase  is  anticipated  to  be  minor,  as  the  number  of  aircraft 
operations  has  less  of  an  influence  on  the  amount  of  stormwater  runoff  entering  the  deicing 
system  than  the  amount  of  precipitation  potentially  occurring  at  the  time  of  deicing. 
McConnell  APB  has  coordinated  with  the  KDHE  regarding  the  proposed  deicing  project  and  it  is 
not  anticipated  that  this  project  would  change  the  requirements  of  the  existing  NPDES  permit. 
The  permit  covers  industrial  activities  in  Drainage  Area  1-19,  including  deicing.  Since  the  nature 
of  the  activity  (aircraft  deicing)  is  not  changing,  a  change  to  the  permit  is  not  required. 
Coordination  will  continue  with  the  KDHE  during  the  design  phase  of  the  project. 
McConnell  APB  has  also  coordinated  with  the  City  of  Wichita  wastewater  treatment  plant  on 
discharges  from  the  proposed  deicing  system. 

Por  the  reasons  described  above,  the  potentially  minor  increase  in  deicing  fluid  contained  in 
stormwater  runoff  resulting  from  the  increase  in  aircraft  operations  would  be  a  minor  adverse 
impact  should  that  runoff  be  conveyed  to  Outfall  19.  The  improvements  to  the  deicing  system  are 
anticipated  to  result  in  less  deicing  fluid  entering  the  stormwater  runoff.  Therefore,  the  expansion 
of  the  deicing  pads  in  stormwater  Drainage  Area  1-19  has  the  potential  for  both  minor  adverse 
and  beneficial  impacts  to  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  in  this  drainage  area. 

The  McConnell  APB  SWPPP  for  industrial  facilities  identifies  control  practices  to  be  followed 
for  spill  prevention  and  response,  routine  inspection  of  discharges  at  sites,  and  proper  training  of 
employees.  The  SWPPP  would  be  updated  to  reflect  the  land  disturbance  associated  with  the 
proposed  KC-46A  development  projects. 

Additionally,  an  approved  Erosion  and  Sediment  Control  Plan  would  be  followed  during 
construction,  and  standard  construction  practices,  in  accordance  with  the  CWA,  would  be 


Final 


4-101 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


implemented  to  retain  run-off  and  promote  recharge  of  groundwater.  No  mitigation  measures 
would  be  required  because  no  significant  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  from  the  development 
associated  with  the  FTU  scenario.  No  sensitive  groundwater  resources  or  surface  water  resources 
would  be  impacted  within  the  project  areas  of  the  FTU  beddown. 

4.4.4.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Soils  and  Water  Consequences 

All  of  the  C&D  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  occur 
within  the  McConnell  AFB  boundary.  The  majority  of  this  work  would  occur  on  previously 
disturbed  areas.  As  depicted  in  Table  2-18,  the  total  disturbed  area  for  projects  associated  with 
the  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  would  not  exceed  12  acres. 

For  any  projects  that  result  in  soil  disturbance,  the  USAF  would  ensure  that  all  construction 
activities  are  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  stormwater  discharge  permit  to  control 
erosion  and  prevent  sediment,  debris,  or  other  pollutants  from  entering  the  stormwater  system. 
The  USAF  would  specify  compliance  with  the  stormwater  discharge  permit  in  the  contractor 
construction  requirements. 

Construction  of  the  deicing  pads  in  the  stormwater  Drainage  Area  1-19  has  the  potential  for  both 
minor  adverse  impacts  and  beneficial  impacts  to  stormwater  runoff  in  the  drainage  area.  These 
impacts  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  the  FTU  scenario.  However,  due  to  a  smaller 
increase  in  aircraft  operations  for  the  MOB  1  scenario,  impacts  associated  with  the  MOB  1 
scenario  could  be  less  than  those  described  for  the  FTU  scenario. 

The  McConnell  AFB  SWPPP  for  industrial  facilities  identifies  control  practices  to  be  followed 
for  spill  prevention  and  response,  routine  inspection  of  discharges  at  sites,  and  proper  training  of 
employees.  The  SWPPP  would  be  updated  to  reflect  the  land  disturbance  associated  with  the 
proposed  KC-46A  development  projects. 

The  proposed  addition  to  Building  1220  is  for  the  storage  of  mobility  bags.  These  bags  are 
loaded  upon  aircraft  during  troop  deployments  and  therefore  the  storage  of  these  bags  must  be  in 
close  proximity  to  the  mobility  ramp.  Factors  considered  when  siting  the  mobility  bag  storage 
area  included  environmental  opportunities/constraints  (e.g.,  noise,  floodplain,  land  use 
compatibility,  threatened  and  endangered  species,  historic  preservation,  cultural  resources,  and 
airfield  surfaces).  Facility  requirements  and  utility  availability;  Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 
(AT/FP)  criteria;  and  the  functional  relationship  to  other  facilities  for  energy  savings  potential, 
parking,  size/massing,  and  aesthetics  were  also  considered.  Building  1220,  which  serves  as  the 
existing  mobility  bag  storage,  was  the  only  facility  considered  suitable  to  partially  meet  this 
storage  requirement.  This  facility  would  require  an  8,000-square-foot  addition  to  accommodate 
the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario.  The  proposed  location  for  this  addition  would  be  in  a  100-year 
floodplain.  The  USAF  did  consider  an  alternate  location  on  the  west  side  of  Building  1220  in  an 
area  outside  of  the  floodplain.  However,  construction  on  this  side  of  Building  1220  would  impact 
a  main  utility  trunk  line  serving  the  control  tower  and  the  entire  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 
(KANG)  complex  located  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  flightline  from  Building  1220.  The  trunk 
line  contains  approximately  400  pairs  of  copper  cabling  and  over  200  fiber  optic  strands. 
Construction  is  not  possible  over  the  top  of  the  trunk  line,  would  cost  over  $1  million  to  relocate, 
and  is  prohibitive.  To  the  maximum  extent  practical,  land  disturbance  in  floodplains  has  been 
avoided  and  although  the  addition  would  avoid  stream  impacts,  a  Finding  of  No  Practicable 
Alternative  (FONPA)  would  be  required  should  McConnell  AFB  be  selected  for  the  MOB  1 
scenario.  The  FONPA  would  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  32  CFR  989  and  Executive  Order 
(EO)  11988,  Floodplain  Management. 
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To  minimize  potential  impacts,  construction  would  follow  guidelines  for  construction  in  the 
floodplain,  including  elevating  structures  above  the  base  flood  level;  placing  sensitive  equipment 
on  upper  levels  of  facilities;  constructing  sidewalks,  roads,  and  parking  lots  with  pervious 
materials;  and  creating  new  stormwater  retention  areas  for  projects  that  create  net  impervious 
surface  areas,  to  the  maximum  practicable  extent.  McConnell  Creek  is  a  jurisdictional  stream  and 
the  project  would  be  outside  the  jurisdictional  boundaries  of  the  stream. 

All  of  the  development  locations,  including  those  near  water  resources,  would  be  re-graded  after 
construction  to  pre-construction  contours.  Although  short-term,  minor  effects  on  water  resources 
could  result  from  work  in  the  floodplain  of  McConnell  Creek,  long-term,  minor,  adverse  effects 
on  water  resources  at  McConnell  AFB  are  not  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario. 

4.4.5  Biological  Resources 

4.4. 5.1  FTU  Scenario  Biological  Resources  Consequences 

4.4. 5. 1.1  Vegetation 

The  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  would  have  similar  potential  impacts  on  vegetation  as 
described  for  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  All  of  the  projects  would  occur  in  currently 
developed  or  disturbed  areas  that  provide  little  habitat  value  and  would  result  in  no  significant 
impacts  on  vegetation. 

4.4.5. 1.2  Wildlife 

Potential  impacts  on  wildlife  would  also  be  similar  to  those  described  previously  for  the  other 
alternative  bases.  Some  individual  animals  could  be  subject  to  displacement  or  mortality  due  to 
construction  activities  and  new  structure  siting.  However,  the  affected  areas  likely  do  not 
function  as  important  habitat  for  wildlife  on  the  base  or  surrounding  vicinity,  and  the  number  of 
individuals  affected  would  be  small  relative  to  total  population  numbers  in  the  region.  As 
described  for  the  other  alternative  bases,  noise  produced  by  construction,  renovation,  and 
demolition  activities  would  result  in  no  significant  impacts  on  wildlife  populations. 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  quieter  than  the  KC-135,  the  number  of  annual  airfield  operations 
would  increase,  resulting  in  slight  noise  increases  on  and  near  McConnell  AFB  and  the 
associated  auxiliary  airfields.  Potential  effects  on  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
the  other  alternative  bases.  However,  only  modest  increases  in  DNL  noise  contours  would  result 
from  the  FTU  beddown. 

With  the  exception  of  the  proposed  deicing  pad  expansion,  overall  effects  on  wildlife  would  be 
similar  to  those  described  for  the  other  alternative  bases.  Minor  adverse  and  minor  beneficial 
impacts  to  aquatic  life  could  occur  as  a  result  of  expanded  deicing  activities  in  Drainage  Area  1-19 
(see  Section  4.4.4. 1).  Adverse  impacts,  should  they  occur,  are  anticipated  to  be  minor  and  short 
term,  and  no  significant  wildlife  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the 
KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB. 

4.4. 5. 1.3  Special-Status  Species 

Because  no  special-status  species  and/or  designated  critical  habitat  occur  at  McConnell  AFB,  no 
significant  impacts  on  special-status  species  are  anticipated  to  result  from  the  FTU  scenario  at 
McConnell  AFB. 
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4.4. 5. 1.4  Wetlands 

No  known  wetlands  are  present  in  any  of  the  areas  proposed  for  development  under  the  FTU 
scenario;  therefore,  impacts  on  wetlands  are  not  anticipated. 

4.4. 5.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Biological  Resources  Consequences 

4.4. 5. 2.1  Vegetation 

The  proposed  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  would  have  similar  potential  impacts  on 
vegetation  as  described  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  All  of  the  projects  would  occur  in 
currently  developed  or  disturbed  areas  that  provide  little  habitat  value  and  would  result  in  no 
significant  impacts  on  vegetation. 

4.4.5.2.2  Wildlife 

Potential  wildlife  impact  categories  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  the  other 
alternative  bases.  Some  individuals  could  be  subject  to  displacement  or  mortality  due  to 
construction  activities  and  new  structure  siting.  However,  the  affected  areas  likely  do  not 
function  as  important  habitat  for  wildlife  on  the  base  or  surrounding  vicinity,  and  the  number  of 
individuals  affected  would  be  small  relative  to  total  population  numbers  in  the  region.  As 
described  for  the  other  alternative  bases,  noise  produced  by  construction,  renovation,  and 
demolition  activities  would  result  in  no  significant  impacts  on  wildlife  populations. 

Airfield  operations  would  increase  slightly,  resulting  in  slight  noise  increases  on  and  near  the 
base.  Potential  noise-related  effects  on  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  the  other 
alternative  bases.  Because  the  KC-46A  is  quieter  than  the  KC-135,  only  modest  noise  increases 
are  anticipated,  and  there  would  not  be  a  substantial  increase  in  wildlife  habitat  exposed  to 
increased  noise  levels.  Much  of  the  area  subject  to  increased  noise  levels  consists  of  developed 
or  residential  land  use. 

Increased  operations  would  increase  the  potential  for  aircraft  to  strike  birds  and  other  wildlife  in 
the  air  and  on  the  runway.  However,  continued  adherence  to  the  base’s  BASH  Plan  would 
minimize  the  risk. 

With  the  exception  of  the  proposed  deicing  pad  expansion,  overall  impacts  on  wildlife  would  be 
similar  to  those  described  for  the  other  alternative  bases.  Minor  adverse  and  minor  beneficial 
impacts  to  aquatic  life  could  occur  as  a  result  of  expanded  deicing  activities  in  Drainage  Area  1-19 
(see  Sections  4.4.4. 1  and  4.4.4.2).  Adverse  impacts,  should  they  occur,  are  anticipated  to  be  minor 
and  short  term,  and  no  significant  wildlife  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of 
the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB. 

4.4. 5. 2. 3  Special-Status  Species 

Because  no  special-status  species  and/or  designated  critical  habitat  occur  at  McConnell  AFB,  no 
significant  impacts  on  special-status  species  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the 
MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB. 

4.4. 5. 2.4  Wetlands 

No  known  wetlands  are  present  in  any  of  the  areas  proposed  for  development  under  the  MOB  1 
scenario;  therefore,  impacts  on  wetlands  are  not  anticipated. 
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4.4.6  Cultural  Resources 

4.4.6. 1  FTU  Scenario  Cultural  Resources  Consequences 

None  of  the  buildings  proposed  to  support  the  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  are  considered 
eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 5.4).  No  impacts  on 
archaeological  historic  properties  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  FTU 
scenario.  The  Kansas  SHPO  has  concurred  with  the  USAF’s  finding  (letter  from  SHPO  to  USAF 
dated  18  June  2013;  see  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 5. 4. 2).  Ground-disturbing  activities 
would  occur  in  previously  disturbed  contexts.  Those  areas  not  already  beneath  previously 
modified  surfaces  have  been  surveyed  for  the  presence  of  archaeological  resources;  no  NRHP- 
eligible  archaeological  sites  have  been  found,  and  it  is  extremely  unlikely  that  such  historic 
properties  would  be  located  in  the  course  of  this  proposed  action.  It  is  also  extremely  unlikely 
that  any  previously  undocumented  archaeological  resources  would  be  encountered  during  facility 
demolition,  renovation,  addition,  or  construction.  It  is  still  possible  that  archaeological  resources 
could  be  buried  on  McConnell  AFB  (McConnell  AFB  2004b).  In  the  case  of  unanticipated  or 
inadvertent  discoveries,  the  USAF  would  comply  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  as  specified  in 
standard  operating  procedures  described  in  the  ICRMP  (McConnell  AFB  2004b).  Such 
mitigation  could  take  the  form  of  additional  documentation  or  other  actions  agreed  to  by  the 
USAF  and  SHPO. 

Indirect  impacts  on  cultural  resources  from  population  increase  or  visual  intrusions  are  extremely 
unlikely.  Under  the  FTU  scenario,  the  population  would  increase  by  a  very  small  amount, 
especially  in  light  of  the  existing  population  at  the  base  and  in  Wichita.  New  construction  would 
occur  in  the  context  of  an  active  Air  Force  Base,  where  changes  in  the  infrastructure  are  common 
and  are  not  considered  to  be  an  impact.  There  is  no  historic  district,  nor  would  the  viewshed  of 
any  historic  properties  be  affected  by  the  proposed  construction. 

No  construction  or  change  in  airspace  use  is  associated  with  use  of  auxiliary  airfields  for  the 
KC-46A  FTU  scenario.  There  would  be  no  impact  on  cultural  resources  at  CSM,  ICT,  or  FOE. 

No  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to  tribal  resources  are  anticipated.  The  USAF  initiated 
consultation  with  12  tribes.  Responses  were  received  from  seven  tribes  indicating  no  issues  of 
concern,  as  well  as  one  request  for  a  copy  of  the  Draft  EIS.  Additional  efforts  were  made  to 
contact  the  remaining  five  non-responsive  tribes  by  e-mail  and  telephone  without  success  (see 
Table  A-1  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 3).  While  the  USAE  values  its  relationship  with 
all  tribes  and  will  continue  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential 
interest  to  tribes.  Section  106  consultation  on  the  KC-46A  ETU  beddown  proposed  alternative  at 
McConnell  AEB  is  now  complete. 

4.4.6.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Cultural  Resources  Consequences 

Actions  associated  with  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AEB  would 
include  the  demolition  of  facilities;  renovation  of  11  buildings;  replacement  of  a  section  of 
tarmac  (runway,  two  taxiways  and  an  apron);  and  additions/alterations  to  four  facilities, 
including  trainers  and  a  fuels  hydrant  on  an  apron.  McConnell  AEB  has  determined  that  three 
buildings  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  are  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP:  Buildings 
1106,  1107,  and  1218.  Demolition  of  Building  1106  would  be  an  adverse  effect,  while 
renovations  to  Buildings  1107  and  1218  would  be  effects,  but  not  adverse  effects. 
McConnell  AEB  has  also  determined  that  the  remaining  buildings  and  structures  associated  with 
the  MOB  1  scenario  are  not  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP.  The  Kansas  SHPO  has  concurred 
with  all  of  these  findings.  McConnell  APB  and  the  Kansas  SHPO  have  signed  a  MOA  agreeing 
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to  measures  that  mitigate  the  adverse  effect  on  historic  properties  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  A, 
Section  A. 5.4. 9). 

Ground-disturbing  activities  would  occur  in  previously  disturbed  contexts.  Those  areas  not 
already  beneath  previously  modified  surfaces  have  been  surveyed  for  the  presence  of 
archaeological  resources;  none  has  been  located.  It  is  extremely  unlikely  that  any  previously 
undocumented  archaeological  resources  would  be  encountered  during  facility  demolition, 
renovation,  addition,  or  construction.  It  is  still  possible  that  archaeological  resources  could  be 
buried  on  McConnell  AFB  (McConnell  AFB  2004b).  In  the  case  of  unanticipated  or  inadvertent 
discoveries,  the  USAF  would  comply  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  as  specified  in  standard 
operating  procedures  described  in  the  ICRMP  (McConnell  AFB  2004b). 

Indirect  effects  on  cultural  resources  from  population  increase  or  visual  intrusions  are  extremely 
unlikely.  Under  the  MOB  1  scenario,  the  population  would  increase  by  a  very  small  amount. 
New  construction  would  occur  in  the  context  of  an  active  Air  Force  Base,  where  changes  in  the 
infrastructure  are  common  and  are  not  considered  to  be  an  impact.  There  is  no  historic  district, 
nor  would  the  viewshed  of  any  historic  properties  be  affected  by  the  proposed  construction. 

McConnell  AFB  consulted  with  the  same  tribes  as  described  in  the  FTU  scenario.  No  adverse 
Section  106  impacts  to  any  tribal  resources  are  anticipated.  Tribal  responses  for  the  MOB  1 
scenario  were  the  same  as  those  described  for  the  FTU  scenario.  Section  106  consultation  on  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  beddown  proposed  alternative  at  McConnell  AFB  is  now  complete. 

4.4.7  Land  Use 

4.4.7. 1  FTU  Scenario  Land  Use 

4.4.7. 1.1  Physical  Development 

The  majority  of  the  physical  development  proposed  to  implement  the  FTU  scenario  at 
McConnell  AFB  would  occur  in  existing  industrial  areas  along  the  flightline,  with  the  exception 
of  the  new  Flight  Training  Center  which  would  occur  in  an  adjacent  administrative  area.  The 
proposed  construction,  demolition,  and  activities  are  consistent  with  the  current  and  future  layout 
and  organization  of  land  use  in  the  base’s  2011  Installation  Development  Plan. 

Subsequent  operations  and  maintenance  activities  would  conform  to  current  and  future  land  uses 
on  base.  Indirect  effects  from  construction  (such  as  noise,  truck  traffic,  and  dust)  could  result 
from  implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario.  However,  these  effects  would  be  temporary  and 
minor;  there  would  be  no  long-term  effect.  Consequently,  none  of  the  physical  development 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  is  anticipated 
to  result  in  impacts  to  land  use. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  would  potentially  require  141  housing  units.  There  is  no 
vacant  family  housing  currently  available  on  base.  Considering  the  population  of  the  surrounding 
area,  the  local  housing  market  is  expected  to  absorb  the  near-term  housing  demand  through  either 
rentals  or  home  sales  without  the  need  for  new  residential  development.  In  the  future,  the 
privatization  contractor  would  provide  additional  housing  through  renovation  and  new  construction 
on  base,  as  needed  (HQ  AETC  2013).  Assuming  any  future  residential  development  conforms  to 
existing  base  plans  and  compatible  land  use  recommendations  (as  per  the  AICUZ  study),  future 
residential  development  associated  with  implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  is  not  anticipated  to 
pose  land  use  concerns. 


Final 


4-106 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Development  proposed  as  part  of  the  FTU  scenario  is  not  located  close  to  the  base  boundary  and, 
therefore,  would  have  little  impact  on  surrounding  areas.  The  increase  in  personnel  and  family 
members  would  increase  daily  commuting  to  the  base.  The  Installation  Development  Plan 
projects  that  the  base  access  gates  and  roadway  system  are  adequate  and  can  meet  future  mission 
needs  (McConnell  AFB  2011a). 

4.4.7. 1.2  Aircraft  Operations 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  would  double  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  at 
McConnell  AFB.  Volume  II,  Appendix  C,  Section  C.  1.3.2,  presents  the  noise  compatibility 
guidelines  for  noise  exposure  and  various  land  uses,  along  with  recommended  noise  abatement 
measures  to  reduce  incompatible  exposure  levels. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  would  expose  369  additional 
(15  percent  increase)  acres  to  noise  equal  to  or  greater  than  65  dB  DNL,  of  which  273  acres  are 
located  outside  the  base.  As  shown  on  Figure  4-5,  the  areas  exposed  to  these  increased  noise 
levels  are  primarily  located  north  and  east  of  the  current  noise  envelope.  On  base,  slight 
increases  in  noise  are  not  expected  to  impact  current  or  future  land  uses  or  mission  activities. 
Although  a  slight  increase  (of  about  1  dB)  in  noise  exposure  at  the  on-base  child  care  facility  is 
not  optimal,  it  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact.  In  off-base  areas,  FTU  scenario 
65  dB  DNL  noise  contours  are  contained  almost  entirely  within  the  extent  of  noise  contours 
published  in  the  2004  McConnell  AICUZ  Report  (see  Figure  3-4). 

Outside  the  base,  levels  of  65  dB  DNL  and  higher  would  shift  north  in  the  community  of 
Eastridge  in  areas  zoned  for  commercial  and  residential  use.  The  change  in  noise  exposure  at  any 
given  location  could  be  between  1  and  3  dB.  This  neighborhood  is  mostly  developed,  with  little 
potential  for  substantial  change  or  future  increase  in  density.  Similarly,  to  the  southwest,  a  slight 
increase  could  also  affect  a  small  pocket  of  residential  use  land  on  the  east  side  of 
U.S.  Highway  15.  This  change  may  be  noticeable  to  some  persons,  and  would  result  in  a 
moderate  impact  on  residential  land  use  in  these  two  locations. 

Current  zoning  around  the  base  would  allow  for  new  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial 
development,  which  may  be  incompatible  with  accident  potential  and  increased  noise  around  the 
airfield.  Although  the  protection  overlay  district  allows  the  Zoning  Administrator  to  approve  an 
adjustment  to  property  development  standards  within  the  district  (Wichita/Sedgwick  2009),  none 
have  been  formally  adopted  to  date.  As  such,  the  potential  for  incompatible  future  development 
still  exists.  Several  efforts  are  underway  to  update  comprehensive  plans  and,  subsequently, 
zoning  for  the  surrounding  areas.  In  the  meantime,  continued  coordination  between  the  base  and 
the  zoning  administrators  of  surrounding  areas  would  reduce  the  potential  for  approval  of  future 
incompatible  development. 

4.4.7. 1 .3  Aircraft  Operations  -  Auxiliary  Airfields 

KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  would  use  three  different  auxiliary  airfields. 
However,  these  airfields  would  only  be  used  to  practice  aircraft  operations  with  no  associated 
ground  level  development,  and  the  noise  increases  resulting  from  aircraft  operations  noise  at  these 
airfields  are  projected  to  be  less  than  0.5  dB.  Therefore,  no  changes  to  land  use  are  anticipated 
from  the  use  of  the  auxiliary  airfields  by  KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario. 
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4 .4.7. 2  MOB  1  Scenario  Land  Use 

4.4. 7. 2.1  Physical  Development 

The  impacts  on  land  use  resulting  from  physical  development  associated  with  implementation  of 
the  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  are  similar  to  those  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario,  as 
described  in  Section  4.4. 7. 1.1.  However,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  involve 
substantially  more  new  construction,  renovation,  and  development.  All  of  the  projects  proposed 
under  the  MOB  1  scenario  are  located  in  areas  that  are  suitable  for  the  intended  mission 
functions. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  result  in  a  potential  decrease  in  the  need  for 
111  housing  units. 

4.4. 7. 2. 2  Aircraft  Operations 

Impacts  on  land  use  resulting  from  the  airfield  operations  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  at 
McConnell  AFB  would  be  less  than  those  described  for  the  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB. 
Because  the  KC-46A  is  quieter  than  the  KC-135  and  total  airfield  operations  would  be  less  under 
the  MOB  1  scenario  than  under  the  FTU  scenario,  noise  exposure  associated  with  the  MOB  1 
scenario  surrounding  the  base  is  projected  to  decrease  from  current  levels.  Specifically,  the  area 
exposed  to  noise  levels  of  65  dB  DNL  or  greater  outside  the  base  would  decrease  by  about 
386  acres  compared  with  baseline  conditions.  This  would  result  in  a  slight  benefit  to  surrounding 
land  uses  such  as  residential  areas,  from  lower  noise. 

As  described  in  the  safety  sections  (3.4.3  and  4.4.3),  the  accident  rate  is  expected  to  be  very  low. 
Because  the  accident  potential  would  remain  low  and  the  pre-existing  incompatible  uses  are 
relatively  minimal  (with  low-density  residential  and  one  incompatible  commercial  business), 
significant  impacts  on  land  use  resulting  from  implementing  the  MOB  1  scenario  are  not  expected. 

4.4. 7. 2. 3  Aircraft  Operations  -  Auxiliary  Airfields 

There  are  no  projected  operations  at  auxiliary  airfields  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  at 
McConnell  AFB. 

4.4.8  Infrastructure 

Refer  to  Section  3.4.8  for  a  description  of  existing  infrastructure  system  capacities  and 
conditions  at  McConnell  AFB.  Table  2-16  provides  changes  in  population  due  to  implementation 
of  the  FTU  scenario  and  Table  2-19  indicates  changes  in  population  due  to  the  MOB  1  scenario 
at  McConnell  AFB.  These  changes  in  population  and  proposed  development  were  used  to 
determine  the  impact  on  infrastructure.  For  each  scenario,  the  maximum  demand  or  impact  on 
capacity  was  calculated  for  the  potable  water,  wastewater,  electric,  and  natural  gas  systems  based 
on  the  change  in  population.  To  identify  maximum  demand  or  impact  on  these  systems,  any 
change  in  population  was  assumed  to  live  on  base.  For  the  assessment  of  the  transportation 
infrastructure,  any  change  in  population  was  assumed  to  reside  off  base. 

4.4.8. 1  FTU  Scenario  Infrastructure  Consequences 

4.4.8. 1.1  Potable  Water  System 

Between  2006  and  2010,  the  average  per  capita  potable  water  demand  in  the  City  of  Wichita  was 
137  GPD  (KDA  2012).  Using  that  amount  as  a  planning  factor,  the  change  in  population  for  the 
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FTU  scenario  would  create  an  additional  water  use  demand  of  0.13  MGD.  This  scenario  would 
increase  average  daily  demand  from  10  to  15  percent  of  base  system  capacity  and  peak  demand 
from  14  to  19  percent  of  base  system  capacity. 

4.4.8. 1.2  Wastewater 

The  USEPA  estimates  that  the  average  person  generates  approximately  100  GPD  of 
wastewater  between  showering,  toilet  use,  and  general  water  use  (USEPA  2013c). 

Using  this  planning  factor  along  with  the  change  in  population,  the  ETU  scenario  would 
increase  average  daily  wastewater  discharge  from  McConnell  AEB  by  0.1  MGD.  This  would 
increase  average  daily  discharge  from  7  to  9  percent  of  base  system  capacity  and  peak  discharge 
from  27  to  29  percent  of  base  system  capacity. 

4.4.8. 1.3  Stormwater  System 

In  general,  the  stormwater  drainage  system  at  McConnell  AEB  provides  adequate  collection  to 
manage  water  from  developed  areas  and  prevent  site  erosion  to  meet  current  mission 
requirements.  However,  the  lack  of  on-base  retention  basins  reduces  the  ability  to  manage 
stormwater  during  peak  flow  events. 

The  majority  of  this  work  would  occur  in  previously  disturbed  areas.  Table  2-17  identifies  the 
projects  associated  with  the  ETU  scenario;  the  total  potential  disturbed  area  associated  with  these 
projects  would  not  exceed  7  acres  (new  construction  and  additions/alterations).  During  the  short¬ 
term  construction  period  for  the  ETU  scenario,  the  contractor  would  be  required  to  comply  with 
applicable  statutes,  standards,  regulations,  and  procedures  regarding  stormwater  management 
during  construction.  During  the  design  phase,  a  variety  of  stormwater  controls  could  be 
incorporated  into  construction  plans.  These  could  include  planting  vegetation  in  disturbed  areas 
as  soon  as  possible  after  construction;  constructing  retention  facilities;  and  implementing 
structural  controls  such  as  interceptor  dikes,  swales  (excavated  depressions),  silt  fences,  straw 
bales,  and  other  storm  drain  inlet  protection,  as  necessary,  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering 
inlet  structures.  A  SWPPP  update  would  be  required,  and  the  requirements  of  the  EISA  would  be 
followed  to  maintain  or  restore,  to  the  maximum  extent  practical,  the  predevelopment  hydrology 
of  the  property  with  regard  to  temperature,  rate,  volume,  and  duration  of  flow. 

4.4. 8. 1.4  Electrical  System 

To  estimate  the  change  in  residential  electrical  use  associated  with  personnel  and  their 
dependents,  data  from  the  USEIA  were  used  to  identify  that  residential  consumers  averaged 
about  11.8  kilowatt  hours  (KWH)  per  person  per  year  (1,215,411  users)  in  Kansas  in  2011  (the 
best  available  statistics),  with  a  total  of  about  14,343,748  MWH  consumed  in  2011 
(USEIA  2011).  Using  that  amount  as  a  planning  factor  along  with  the  change  in  population, 
implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario  would  increase  the  state  annual  residential  demand  for 
electricity  by  10,952  MWH  per  year.  This  represents  less  than  1  percent  of  total  state-wide 
usage  in  2011.  Assuming  the  change  in  population  resides  on  McConnell  AEB  and  uses 
electricity  at  the  2011  residential  average  rate  of  0.04  MWH  per  person  per  day,  the  ETU 
scenario  would  increase  the  average  daily  use  of  electricity  by  30.01  MWH  per  day. 
Implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario  would  increase  daily  demand  from  47  to  56  percent  of  base 
system  capacity  and  peak  demand  from  60  to  69  percent  of  base  system  capacity. 
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4.4. 8. 1.5  Natural  Gas  System 

To  estimate  the  additional  residential  natural  gas  use  associated  with  personnel  and  their 
dependents,  data  from  the  USEIA  were  used  to  identify  that  residential  consumers  averaged  about 
0.08  MMcf  per  person  per  year  (854,730  users)  in  Kansas  in  2011,  with  a  total  of  about 
65,499  MMcf  consumed  (USEIA  2011).  Using  that  amount  as  a  planning  factor  along  with  the 
change  in  population,  implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario  would  increase  state  annual  residential 
demand  for  natural  gas  by  72  MMcf  per  person.  This  represents  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total 
state-wide  residential  usage  in  20 IE  Assuming  the  change  in  population  reside  on 
McConnell  AEB  and  uses  natural  gas  at  the  201 1  residential  average  rate  of  0.21  Mcf  per  person 
per  day,  implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario  would  increase  the  average  daily  use  of  natural  gas 
by  191  Mcf  per  person  per  day.  The  ETU  scenario  would  increase  average  daily  demand  from 
16  to  23  percent  of  base  system  capacity  and  peak  demand  from  36  to  43  percent  of  base  system 
capacity. 

4.4.8. E6  Solid  Waste  Management 

Using  an  estimating  multiplier  methodology  developed  by  the  USEPA  (USEPA  2009b)  to 
determine  the  amount  of  C&D  debris,  it  is  estimated  that  implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario 
would  result  in  approximately  3,802  tons  of  C&D  debris  that  would  require  recycling  or  removal 
to  landfills.  The  DoD  has  set  a  target  diversion  rate  of  60  percent  of  C&D  debris  by  fiscal  year  15 
(DoD  2012)  to  be  reused  or  recycled  based  on  an  integrated  C&D  debris  diversion  approach. 
Application  of  the  60  percent  diversion  target  rate  would  result  in  approximately  2,28 1  tons  being 
reused  or  recycled  and  approximately  E521  tons  being  placed  in  the  Brooks  or  Construction, 
Demolition  &  Recycle  (CDR)  Eandfills  or  a  combination  of  both.  Both  landfills  have  adequate 
capacity  to  accept  the  estimated  C&D  debris  from  the  ETU  scenario. 

Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Eederal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  base.  C&D  debris,  including  debris 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  hazardous  components,  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  API  32-7042,  “Waste  Management.” 

4.4. 8. 1.7  Transportation 

Implementation  of  any  of  the  facilities  and  infrastructure  projects  for  the  KC-46A  ETU  scenario 
at  McConnell  APB  would  require  the  delivery  of  materials  to  and  removal  of  construction- 
related  debris  from  demolition,  renovation,  and  new  construction  sites.  Trucks  associated  with 
these  activities,  along  with  construction  crews,  would  access  the  base  via  the  West  Gate,  which  is 
the  gate  that  all  contractors  and  vendors  must  enter  for  inspections  and  identification  badges. 
Construction-related  traffic  would  comprise  only  a  small  portion  of  the  total  existing  traffic 
volume  in  the  area  and  at  the  base.  The  increased  traffic  could  contribute  to  increased  congestion 
at  the  West  Gate,  delays  in  the  processing  of  access  passes,  and  degradation  of  the  affected  road 
surfaces. 

Additionally,  intermittent  traffic  delays  and  temporary  road  closures  could  result  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  facility  and  infrastructure  project  sites.  Potential  congestion  impacts 
could  be  avoided  or  minimized  by  scheduling  truck  deliveries  outside  of  the  peak  inbound  traffic 
time.  Also,  many  of  the  heavy  construction  vehicles  would  be  driven  to  the  site  and  kept  on  base 
for  the  duration  of  the  C&D  activities,  resulting  in  relatively  few  additional  trips.  Traffic  delays 
would  be  temporary  in  nature,  ending  once  construction  activities  have  ceased.  As  a  result,  no 
long-term  impacts  to  on-  or  off-base  transportation  infrastructure  would  result. 
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Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  would  result  in  a  slight 
increase  in  on-base  mission  personnel  of  476  persons  (full-time  military,  DoD  civilians,  other 
base  personnel),  or  approximately  a  10  percent  increase  in  daily  commuting  traffic  to  and  from 
the  base.  In  addition  to  the  increase  in  personnel,  there  would  also  be  a  small  increase  in 
dependent  and  commercial  traffic.  This  assumes  that  all  personnel  and  dependents  live  off  base, 
work  standard  workdays,  and  drive  individually  to  the  base.  For  purposes  of  analysis,  it  is 
assumed  that  the  additional  students  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  would  be  housed 
on  base  and  would  not  have  an  impact  on  daily  traffic.  The  small  increase  in  base  mission 
personnel  could  increase  congestion  and  queuing  at  the  East  Gate  during  morning  and  evening 
rush  hours.  To  minimize  this,  the  base  could  adjust  the  schedule  of  operations  to  accommodate 
this  increase  and/or  provide  additional  personnel  at  the  gate  to  process  security  checks  during  the 
peak  hours.  Regional  access  roads  and  the  on-base  road  network  have  adequate  capacity  to 
absorb  the  small  amount  of  additional  traffic  without  major  impacts  on  traffic  flow,  circulation, 
or  level  of  service. 

4.4. 8.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Infrastructure  Consequences 

4.4. 8. 2. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Based  on  the  planning  factor  for  potable  water  demand  in  the  City  of  Wichita  (see 
Section  4. 4. 8. 1.1)  along  with  the  change  in  population  associated  with  implementation  of  the 
MOB  1  scenario,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  water  demand  of  0.03  MOD.  Implementation  of 
the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  average  daily  demand  from  10  to  11  percent  of  base  system 
capacity  and  would  increase  peak  demand  from  14  to  15  percent  of  base  system  capacity. 

4.4. 8. 2. 2  Wastewater 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  wastewater  discharge  by  0.02  MGD  based 
on  the  USEPA  wastewater  planning  factor  (see  Section  4.4. 8. 2. 2)  and  the  change  in  population. 
The  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  peak  discharge  from  27  to  28  percent  of  base  system  capacity, 
while  average  daily  discharge  would  remain  unchanged  at  7  percent  of  base  system  capacity. 

4.4. 8. 2. 3  Stormwater  System 

In  general,  the  stormwater  drainage  system  at  McConnell  APB  provides  adequate  collection  to 
manage  water  from  developed  areas  and  prevent  site  erosion  to  meet  current  mission 
requirements.  However,  the  lack  of  on-base  retention  basins  reduces  the  ability  to  manage 
stormwater  during  peak  flow  events. 

The  majority  of  this  work  would  occur  on  previously  disturbed  areas.  Table  2-17  identifies  the 
projects  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario;  the  total  potential  disturbed  area  associated  with  these 
projects  would  not  exceed  12  acres  (new  construction  and  additions/alterations).  During  the  design 
phase,  a  variety  of  stormwater  controls  could  be  incorporated  into  constmction  plans.  These  could 
include  planting  vegetation  in  disturbed  areas  as  soon  as  possible  after  construction;  constmcting 
retention  facilities;  and  implementing  structural  controls  such  as  interceptor  dikes,  swales  (excavated 
depressions),  silt  fences,  straw  bales,  and  other  storm  drain  inlet  protection,  as  necessary,  to  prevent 
sediment  from  entering  inlet  structures.  A  SWPPP  update  would  be  required,  and  the  EISA  would  be 
followed  for  any  disturbances  of  undeveloped  land  that  exceed  5,000  square  feet. 

During  the  short-term  construction  period  for  the  MOB  1  scenario,  the  contractor  would  be  required 
to  comply  with  applicable  statutes,  standards,  regulations,  and  procedures  regarding  stormwater 
management  during  construction.  The  revised  SWPPP  and  NPDES  permits  would  be  followed  to 
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avoid  and  minimize  the  potential  impacts  that  could  occur  during  the  short-term  construction  phase 
of  the  proposed  new  and  renovated  facilities  or  during  operations  under  the  MOB  1  scenario. 

4.4. 8. 2. 4  Electrical  System 

Using  the  USEIA  planning  factor  (see  Section  4. 4. 8. 1.4)  and  the  change  in  population, 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  the  state  annual  residential  demand  for 
electricity  by  2,007  MWH  per  year.  This  represents  an  increase  of  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
state-wide  residential  usage  in  2011.  Assuming  the  change  in  population  resides  on 
McConnell  AEB  and  uses  electricity  at  the  2011  residential  average  rate  of  0.04  MWH  per 
person  per  day,  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  daily  use  of  electricity  by  5.5  MWH  per 
day.  The  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  daily  demand  from  47  to  48  percent  of  base  system 
capacity  and  peak  demand  from  60  to  61  percent  of  base  system  capacity. 

4.4. 8. 2. 5  Natural  Gas  System 

Using  the  USEIA  planning  factor  (see  Section  4.4.8. 1.5)  and  the  change  in  population, 
implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase  state  annual  demand  for  natural  gas  by 
14  MMcf  per  person  per  year.  This  represents  less  than  1  percent  of  the  state-wide  usage  in  201 1. 
Assuming  the  change  in  population  resides  on  McConnell  AEB  and  uses  natural  gas  at  the  2011 
residential  average  of  0.21  Mcf  per  person  per  day,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario 
would  increase  daily  use  of  natural  gas  by  36  Mcf  per  day.  The  MOB  1  scenario  would  increase 
daily  demand  from  16  to  17  percent  of  base  system  capacity  and  peak  demand  from 
36  to  38  percent  of  base  system  capacity. 

4.4. 8. 2. 6  Solid  Waste  Management 

Eor  the  MOB  1  scenario,  it  is  estimated  that  approximately  12,894  tons  of  C&D  debris  would 
require  recycling  or  removal  to  landfills.  The  DoD  has  set  a  target  diversion  rate  of  60  percent  of 
C&D  debris  to  be  reused  or  recycled.  Application  of  the  60  percent  diversion  target  rate  would 
result  in  approximately  7,736  tons  being  reused  or  recycled  and  approximately  5,158  tons  being 
placed  in  the  Brooks  or  CDR  Eandfills  or  a  combination  of  both.  Both  landfills  have  adequate 
capacity  to  accept  the  estimated  C&D  debris  from  the  MOB  1  scenario. 

Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Eederal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  base.  C&D  debris,  including  debris 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  hazardous  components,  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  AEI  32-7042,  “Waste  Management.” 

4.4. 8. 2. 7  Transportation 

Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AEB  would  have  potential 
impacts  similar  to  those  described  for  the  ETU  scenario.  However,  because  the  demolition, 
renovation,  and  construction  projects  would  include  more  total  square  footage  than  the  projects 
associated  with  the  ETU  scenario,  the  number  of  construction-related  truck  trips  and  numbers  of 
construction  workers,  along  with  duration  of  the  time  to  complete  the  projects,  would  be  greater. 
However,  this  increase  would  still  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  gate  access  or  the  level  of 
service  and  flow  of  traffic  on  or  off  base. 

After  the  completion  of  the  KC-135  drawdown  at  McConnell  AEB,  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario 
would  result  in  a  minor  decrease  in  on-base  mission  personnel  of  77  persons  (full-time  military, 
DoD  civilians,  other  base  personnel),  a  decrease  of  approximately  2  percent  in  daily  commuting 
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traffic  to  and  from  the  base.  However,  there  would  be  a  minor  increase  in  military  dependents  and 
family  members.  It  is  assumed  that  all  personnel  and  dependents  live  off  base,  work  standard 
workdays,  and  drive  individually  to  the  base.  This  decrease  in  base  mission  personnel  would  have 
a  negligible  effect  on  congestion  and  queuing  at  base  gates  during  the  morning  and  evening  rush 
hours.  Regional  access  roads  and  the  on-base  road  network  have  adequate  existing  capacity,  and  no 
impacts  on  traffic  flow,  circulation,  or  level  of  service  would  occur. 

4.4.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4.4.9. 1  FTU  Scenario  Hazardous  Materials 

Section  4. 1.9.1  describes  the  hazardous  materials  management  specific  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft. 
Existing  procedures  for  the  centralized  management  of  the  procurement,  handling,  storage,  and 
issuance  of  hazardous  materials  through  HAZMART  are  adequate  to  handle  the  changes 
anticipated  with  the  addition  of  the  new  aircraft  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario,  but  would  be 
expanded  to  meet  the  increased  use. 

4.4.9. 1 . 1  Aboveground  and  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

The  addition  of  KC-46A  aircraft  at  McConnell  AFB  would  increase  the  maximum  daily 
consumption  of  JP-8.  The  increase  in  fuel  consumption  would  be  supported  by  the  current 
infrastructure  at  the  base.  Some  of  the  new  and  remodeled  facilities  would  require  the  addition  of 
new  ASTs,  USTs,  and  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste  containers.  The  new  and 
remodeled  facilities  would  be  constructed  with  berms  and  drains  leading  to  OWSs,  if  required,  to 
contain  releases  of  petroleum  products.  The  McConnell  AFB  SPCC  Plan  (McConnell  AFB  2013b) 
would  subsequently  need  to  be  amended  to  capture  any  changes  in  facility  design,  construction, 
operation,  or  maintenance  that  materially  affect  the  potential  for  a  discharge. 

4.4. 9. 1.2  Toxic  Substances 

Demolition,  renovation,  and  addition/alteration  projects  are  planned  as  part  of  the  McConnell  AFB 
FTU  scenario.  The  asbestos  registry  indicates  that  ACMs  have  been  positively  identified  within 
parts  of  some  of  the  buildings  that  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  KC-46A  projects.  Volume  II, 
Appendix  E,  Table  E-5,  contains  a  list  of  buildings  that  would  be  affected  by  the  projects,  their 
years  of  construction,  and  their  potential  for  ACMs  to  be  present.  Prior  to  initiating  the  projects, 
ACM  would  be  identified  through  sampling  and  analysis  of  building  materials.  Exposed  friable 
asbestos  would  be  removed  in  accordance  with  applicable  Federal,  state,  local,  and  USAF  rules 
and  regulations.  Before  initiating  the  ACM  removal  work,  the  required  notifications  would  be 
completed.  No  work  on  an  ACM  project  would  be  conducted  unless  performed  by  persons  with 
current  certificates  of  training  in  accordance  with  standards  established  by  OSHA  and  the  USEPA. 
All  ACM  wastes  would  be  disposed  of  at  a  waste  disposal  site  authorized  to  accept  such  waste. 
Additionally,  the  handling  and  disposal  of  ACM  wastes  would  be  performed  in  accordance  with 
the  McConnell  AFB  Asbestos  Management  and  Operations  Plan  (McConnell  AFB  2003)  and  in 
compliance  with  Federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Transport  and  disposal  documentation 
records,  including  signed  manifests,  would  also  be  required. 

Based  on  their  years  of  construction,  a  few  buildings  that  are  proposed  for  renovation,  alteration, 
or  demolition  have  the  potential  for  containing  EBP.  Volume  II,  Appendix  E,  Table  E-5,  contains 
a  list  of  buildings  proposed  for  modification  under  the  FTU  scenario,  and  their  potential  to 
contain  EBP.  According  to  standard  operating  procedures,  EBP  surveys  would  be  conducted 
prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  Demolition  of  structures  known  to  contain  EBP 
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would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations.  Proper  disposal  of  any  resulting 
lead-containing  wastes  would  also  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  Federal  regulations, 
including  the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  and  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act. 
Further,  these  wastes  would  be  accompanied  by  a  waste  manifest  and  disposed  of  at  an  approved 
off-base  disposal  facility. 

Although  minor  increases  in  the  management  requirements  for  ACM  and  LBP  removal  are 
anticipated,  no  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A 
FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB,  and  long-term  benefits  from  removal  of  toxic  substances  are 
anticipated. 

4.4.9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

McConnell  AFB  would  continue  to  generate  hazardous  wastes  during  various  operations  and 
maintenance  activities.  Hazardous  waste  disposal  procedures,  including  off-base  disposal 
procedures,  are  adequate  to  handle  changes  in  quantity  and  would  remain  the  same.  Hazardous 
waste  anticipated  to  be  generated  by  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  would  be  consistent  with  waste 
generated  by  the  KC-135.  Waste-associated  maintenance  materials  include  adhesives,  sealants, 
conversion  coatings,  corrosion  preventative  compounds,  hydraulic  fluids,  lubricants,  oils,  paints, 
polishes,  thinners,  cleaners,  strippers,  tapes,  and  wipes.  Operations  involving  hexavalent 
chromium,  cadmium,  and  halon  (i.e.,  an  ODS)  have  been  eliminated  or  minimized  to  the  extent 
possible  (Boeing  2013).  Hazardous  materials  such  as  TCE  have  available  alternates  and  will  not 
be  required  for  the  KC-46A.  No  new  hazardous  materials  would  be  added  that  exceed 
McConnell  AFB’s  current  hazardous  waste  processes. 

4.4. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

Modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  for  the  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB 
under  the  proposed  action  would  occur  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP  sites.  The  USAE  would 
coordinate  with  the  restoration  office  before  any  modifications  are  initiated.  Although  formal 
construction  waivers  are  not  required,  the  USAE  does  require  reviews  of  excavation  and/or 
construction  siting  and  compatibility  with  environmental  cleanup  sites  be  conducted  and 
documented  in  accordance  with  current  EIAP  processes,  as  specified  in  AEI  32-7061. 

The  USAE  would  ensure  that  modifications  are  coordinated  with  ongoing  remediation  or 
investigation  activities  at  any  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  site.  However,  if 
existing  plans  and  procedures  are  followed,  there  would  be  no  anticipated  impacts  on  these  ERP 
sites.  During  C&D  activities,  there  is  the  potential  to  encounter  contaminated  soil  and 
groundwater  in  areas  associated  with  ERP  sites.  There  is  also  the  possibility  that  undocumented 
contaminated  soils  from  historical  fuel  spills  may  be  present.  If  encountered, 
storage/transport/disposal  of  contaminated  groundwater/soils  would  be  conducted  in  accordance 
with  applicable  Eederal,  state,  and  local  regulations;  APIs;  and  base  policies.  If  soil  or 
groundwater  contaminants  are  encountered  during  C&D  activities,  health  and  safety  precautions, 
including  worker  awareness  training,  may  be  required. 

The  PTU  scenario  at  McConnell  APB  would  require  the  demolition  of  Buildings  977,  978,  984, 
and  985  to  construct  a  fuel  cell,  corrosion  control,  and  maintenance  hangar.  The  southern  part  of 
this  proposed  construction  area  overlies  ERP  site  OWS  545  (Pormer  Building  980)  that  has 
multiple  contaminant  sources  consisting  of  releases  from  a  former  OWS,  which  was  removed  in 
2006,  and  surface  spills.  Soils  and  groundwater  have  been  impacted  by  heavy  petroleum  products, 
fuels,  and  VOCs  (mostly  TCE)  (McConnell  APB  2013c).  According  to  the  Management  Action 
Plan,  there  are  no  limitations  on  construction  for  site  OW545.  There  are  five  groundwater 
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monitoring  wells  (B980-MW1,  B980-MW3,  and  B980-MW6  through  B980-MW8)  within  the 
proposed  construction  area  that  may  need  to  be  abandoned  and  replaced. 

ERP  site  SSOOl  also  has  benzene  and  TCE  plumes  just  north  and  east  of  the  proposed  fuel  cell, 
corrosion  control,  and  maintenance  hangar.  There  is  one  groundwater  monitoring  well 
(SS01-MW14)  within  the  proposed  construction  area  that  may  need  to  be  abandoned  and 
replaced. 

The  depth  to  groundwater  is  generally  20  to  30  feet  bgs  across  McConnell  AEB  (Knight  2013). 
There  are  no  prohibitions  regarding  subsurface  excavation.  Groundwater  at  these  depths  would 
not  be  anticipated  to  be  encountered  during  C&D  activities. 

As  part  of  the  new  ramp  and  apron  construction,  existing  concrete  would  be  demolished  and 
replaced.  A  substantial  volume  of  construction  debris  and  demolition  waste  could  impact  local 
and  regional  waste  facilities/landfills.  Eurther  investigation  and  consideration  of  waste  diversion 
strategies  are  needed  to  determine  the  degree  of  impact  on  solid  waste  facilities. 

4. 4. 9. 4  MOB  1  Scenario  Hazardous  Materials 

Existing  procedures  for  the  centralized  management  of  the  procurement,  handling,  storage,  and 
issuance  of  hazardous  materials  through  HAZMART  are  adequate  to  handle  the  changes 
anticipated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario,  but  would  be  expanded  to  meet  the  increased  use. 

4.4. 9.4. 1  Aboveground  and  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

Because  the  36  KC-46A  aircraft  would  replace  the  existing  44  PAA  KC-135  aircraft,  a  potential 
reduction  in  the  maximum  daily  consumption  of  JP-8  could  occur.  However,  the  increase  in 
aircraft  operations  could  account  for  increased  JP-8  consumption  even  though  eight  fewer  aircraft 
are  proposed  under  the  MOB  1  scenario.  The  increased  fuel  consumption  would  be  supported  by 
the  current  infrastructure.  Some  of  the  new  and  remodeled  facilities  would  require  the  addition  of 
new  ASTs,  USTs,  and  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste  containers.  The  new  and 
remodeled  facilities  would  be  constructed  with  berms  and  drains  leading  to  OWSs,  if  required,  to 
contain  releases  of  petroleum  products.  The  McConnell  APB  SPCC  Plan  (McConnell  APB  2013b) 
would  subsequently  need  to  be  amended  to  capture  any  changes  in  facility  design,  construction, 
operation,  or  maintenance  that  materially  affect  the  potential  for  a  discharge. 

4.4. 9.4. 2  Toxic  Substances 

The  primary  difference  between  the  KC-46A  PTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  at  McConnell  APB 
would  be  the  additional  buildings  that  are  proposed  to  be  affected  under  the  MOB  1  scenario.  The 
same  plans,  provisions,  and  requirements  for  ACM  and  EBP  described  for  the  PTU  scenario  would 
apply  to  the  MOB  1  scenario.  Volume  II,  Appendix  E,  Table  E-6,  contains  a  list  of  buildings  that 
would  be  affected  by  the  projects,  their  years  of  construction,  and  their  potential  for  ACMs  and 
EBP  to  be  present. 

Although  minor  increases  in  the  management  requirements  for  ACM  and  EBP  removal  are 
anticipated,  no  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A 
MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  APB,  and  long-term  benefits  from  removal  of  toxic  substances 
are  anticipated. 

4.4.9. 5  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

McConnell  APB  would  continue  to  generate  hazardous  wastes  during  various  operations  and 
maintenance  activities.  Hazardous  waste  disposal  procedures,  including  off-base  disposal 
procedures,  are  adequate  to  handle  changes  in  quantity  and  would  remain  the  same.  Hazardous 
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waste  anticipated  to  be  generated  by  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  be  consistent  with 
waste  generated  by  the  KC-135.  Waste-associated  maintenance  materials  include  adhesives, 
sealants,  conversion  coatings,  corrosion  preventative  compounds,  hydraulic  fluids,  lubricants, 
oils,  paints,  polishes,  thinners,  cleaners,  strippers,  tapes,  and  wipes.  Operations  involving 
hexavalent  chromium,  cadmium,  and  halon  (i.e.,  an  ODS)  have  been  eliminated  or  minimized  to 
the  extent  possible  (Boeing  2013).  Hazardous  materials  such  as  TCE  have  available  alternates 
and  will  not  be  required  for  the  KC-46A.  No  new  hazardous  materials  would  be  added  that 
exceed  McConnell  AFB’s  current  hazardous  waste  processes. 

4.4.9.6  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

Modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB 
under  the  proposed  action  would  occur  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP  sites.  The  USAE  would 
coordinate  with  the  restoration  office  before  any  modifications  are  initiated.  Although  formal 
construction  waivers  are  not  required,  the  USAE  does  require  reviews  of  excavation  and/or 
construction  siting  and  compatibility  with  environmental  cleanup  sites  be  conducted  and 
documented  in  accordance  with  current  EIAP  processes,  as  specified  in  API  32-7061. 

The  USAE  would  ensure  that  modifications  are  coordinated  with  ongoing  remediation  or 
investigation  activities  at  any  ERP  site.  However,  if  existing  plans  and  standard  practices  are 
followed,  there  would  be  no  anticipated  impacts  on  these  ERP  sites.  During  C&D  activities,  there 
is  the  potential  to  encounter  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater  in  areas  associated  with  ERP  sites. 
There  is  also  the  possibility  that  undocumented  contaminated  soils  from  historical  fuel  spills  may 
be  present.  If  encountered,  storage/transport/disposal  of  contaminated  groundwater/soils  would  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  Pederal,  state,  and  local  regulations;  APIs;  and  base 
policies.  If  soil  or  groundwater  contaminants  are  encountered  during  C&D  activities,  health  and 
safety  precautions,  including  worker  awareness  training,  may  be  required.  Construction  of  utility 
corridors  within  previously  disturbed  areas  would  help  minimize  impacts. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  APB  would  require  the  demolition  of 
Buildings  977,  978,  984,  985,  and  1102  to  construct  a  fuel  cell,  corrosion  control,  and 
maintenance  hangar.  The  proposed  construction  area  between  Buildings  977,  985,  and  1102  is 
located  over  ERP  site  OWS  545  (former  Building  980),  which  has  multiple  contaminant  sources 
consisting  of  surface  spills  and  releases  from  a  former  OWS  (removed  in  2006).  Soils  and 
groundwater  have  been  impacted  by  heavy  petroleum  products,  fuels,  and  VOCs  (mostly  TCE) 
(McConnell  APB  2013c).  According  to  the  Management  Action  Plan,  there  are  no  limitations  on 
construction  for  site  OW545.  There  are  nine  groundwater  monitoring  wells  (B980-MW1, 
B980-MW3  through  B980-MW8,  B980-MW10,  and  B980-MW14)  within  the  proposed 
construction  area  that  may  need  to  be  abandoned  and  replaced. 

ERP  site  SS003  has  a  VOC  plume  (TCE,  cis-l,2-dichloroethene,  and  gasoline  range  organics), 
presumably  from  a  leaking  OWS,  that  appears  to  be  located  over  the  southern  extent  of  the 
proposed  new  fuel  line.  There  are  four  groundwater  monitoring  wells  (SS03-MW3,  SS03-MW4, 
SS03-MW11,  and  SS03-MW18)  within  the  proposed  construction  area  that  may  need  to  be 
abandoned  and  replaced. 

ERP  site  SSOOl  also  has  benzene  and  TCE  plumes  just  north  and  east  of  the  proposed  fuel  cell 
and  corrosion  control  maintenance  hangar. 

The  depth  to  groundwater  is  generally  20  to  30  feet  bgs  across  McConnell  APB  (Knight  2013). 
There  are  no  prohibitions  regarding  subsurface  excavation.  Groundwater  at  these  depths  is  not 
anticipated  to  be  encountered  during  C&D  activities. 
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4.4.10  Socioeconomics 

4.4.10.1  FTU  Scenario  Socioeconomics  Consequences 

4.4.10.1.1  Population 

The  current  personnel  at  McConnell  AFB  and  the  projected  changes  anticipated  to  support  the 
KC-46A  FTU  scenario  are  provided  in  Table  2-16.  Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  would 
potentially  add  up  to  570  people  to  Sedgwick  County,  resulting  in  an  approximate  0.2  percent 
county  population  increase.  This  potential  increase  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  315  DoD 
civilians,  20  part-time  Reservists,  and  23  contractors  would  be  from  Sedgwick  County. 

4.4. 10.1.2  Economic  Activity  (Employment  and  Earnings) 

As  shown  in  Table  2-16,  the  ETU  scenario  at  McConnell  AEB  would  increase  the  work  force 
assigned  to  McConnell  AEB  by  679  total  personnel.  The  personnel  would  comprise  141  full-time 
military,  200  students,  315  DoD  civilians,  and  23  contractors.  The  addition  of  679  people  to 
McConnell  AEB  would  increase  on-base  jobs  from  4,358  to  5,037,  or  an  approximate 
15.6  percent  increase.  The  IMPEAN  model  calculates  that  approximately  375  indirect  and 
induced  jobs  in  the  ROI  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  ETU  scenario,  with  most  of  the 
jobs  being  created  in  industries  such  as  food  services,  private  hospitals,  and  real  estate 
establishments.  With  a  2012  unemployment  rate  of  6.9  percent,  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor 
force  would  be  sufficient  to  fill  these  new  jobs  without  a  migration  of  workers  into  the  area. 

Construction  activities,  in  general,  provide  economic  benefits  to  the  surrounding  areas  through  the 
employment  of  construction  workers,  as  well  as  the  purchase  of  materials  and  equipment.  These 
construction  activities  would  be  temporary  and  would  only  provide  a  limited  amount  of  economic 
benefit.  Eor  every  $100  million  spent  on  construction  of  other  new  nonresidential  structures  in  the 
ROI,  an  estimated  1,309  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  jobs  would  be  created  (MIG  2012).  The 
USAE  estimates  that  approximately  $154  million  in  construction  and  $16  million  in  O&M 
expenditures  would  be  required  to  implement  the  ETU  scenario  at  McConnell  AEB.  The  total 
amount  of  construction  and  O&M  expenditures  could  generate  approximately  2,234  jobs  primarily 
within  the  construction  industry  or  related  industries,  including  architectural,  engineering  and 
related  services,  food  services,  private  hospitals,  and  real  estate  establishments  (MIG  2012).  Since 
the  construction  activities  are  scheduled  over  several  years  and  it  would  be  possible  for  a  single 
worker  to  work  on  multiple  projects,  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor  force  in  the  ROI  and  in  the 
surrounding  areas  would  be  sufficient  to  fill  these  new  jobs.  The  indirect  and  induced  income 
associated  with  construction  expenditures  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  $36  million.  These 
jobs,  and  the  related  income,  would  be  temporary  during  the  construction  activity. 

4.4.10.1.3  Housing 

Under  the  assumptions  that  only  DoD  civilians,  part-time  Reservists,  and  contractors  would  be 
from  the  local  population  (as  stated  in  Section  4.4.10.1.1)  and  that  all  incoming  full-time  military 
personnel  would  require  housing  off  base,  there  would  be  a  potential  need  for  141  off-base 
housing  units.  Under  these  assumptions  and  based  on  the  number  of  vacant  homes  described  in 
Section  3.4.10.1.3,  the  housing  market  in  the  ROI  would  be  anticipated  to  support  this  need. 

All  200  projected  pilot  and  boom  operator/loadmaster  students,  while  assigned  to  the  ETU,  would 
be  assumed  to  be  in  transient  status.  It  would  be  assumed  that  180  of  these  200  students  would  be 
lodged  in  either  on-  or  off-base  facilities  as  available.  Only  20  of  these  200  students  would  be 
assumed  to  be  non-prior  service  Airmen,  and  therefore  would  be  required  to  live  in  an  on-base 
dormitory.  Therefore,  under  the  ETU  scenario  at  McConnell  AEB,  there  would  be  a  potential  need 
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for  180  lodging  units  either  on  or  off  base  and  20  dormitory  units  on  base  to  support  the  average 
daily  student  load  of  200.  Based  on  the  current  and  projected  capacities  of  both  on-  and  off-base 
lodging  and  on-base  dormitories,  there  are  adequate  facilities  available  to  support  the  200  students. 
However,  prior  to  implementing  the  FTU  scenario,  an  HRMA  would  be  required  to  determine 
the  number  of  suitable  and  available  housing  units  within  the  HRMA-defined  market  area 
(20  miles  or  one-hour  commute  drive  from  the  base  gate,  whichever  is  shorter). 

4.4.10.1.4  Education 

As  shown  in  Table  2-16,  the  overall  change  in  the  number  of  military  dependents  and  family 
members  accompanying  additional  USAF  personnel  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  would  be 
approximately  229  people.  The  total  number  of  dependents,  including  spouse  and  children,  was 
estimated  at  2.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel  only.  The  total  number  of 
children  was  estimated  at  1.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time  military  personnel,  since  it  was 
assumed  each  military  member  would  be  accompanied  by  a  spouse.  Thus,  it  is  estimated  that 
137  military  dependents  would  be  anticipated  to  be  of  school  age.  These  students  would  attend 
any  of  the  10  public  school  districts  in  the  county.  The  students  entering  the  local  schools  would 
be  of  varying  ages  and  would  be  expected  to  live  in  different  parts  of  Sedgwick  County.  Space 
available  for  new  enrollments  depends  on  the  timing  of  the  relocation  and  which  schools  the 
students  would  attend.  A  large  influx  of  students  over  a  short  period  could  result  in  capacity 
constraints  and  could  require  additional  personnel. 

4.4.10.1.5  Public  Services 

Sedgwick  County  represents  a  large  community  with  police,  fire,  and  other  services.  The 
addition  of  approximately  570  people  would  represent  less  than  a  0.2  percent  increase  of  the 
existing  population  in  Sedgwick  County.  That  increase  would  not  be  expected  to  affect  police, 
fire,  or  other  public  services. 

4.4.10.1.6  Base  Services 

Base  services  such  as  medical  facilities,  dining  facilities,  recreation  and  fitness  centers,  and 
youth  and  family  services  have  adequate  infrastructure  and  staffing  to  support  the  incoming 
personnel  that  would  be  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario. 

4.4.10.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Socioeconomics  Consequences 

4.4.10.2.1  Population 

The  current  personnel  at  McConnell  AFB  and  the  projected  change  anticipated  to  support  the 
MOB  1  scenario  are  provided  in  Table  2-19.  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  result 
in  a  decrease  of  291  people  within  Sedgwick  County  (approximately  0.1  percent  of  the  county 
population).  This  potential  decrease  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  DoD  civilians,  part-time 
Reservists,  and  contractors  would  be  from  Sedgwick  County. 

4.4. 10.2.2  Economic  Activity  (Employment  and  Earnings) 

As  shown  in  Table  2-19,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  would 
decrease  the  work  force  assigned  to  McConnell  AFB  by  77  personnel  after  taking  into 
consideration  the  manpower  decrease  associated  with  the  KC-135  drawdown.  The  personnel 
would  comprise  a  decrease  of  111  full-time  military,  an  increase  of  14  DoD  civilian,  and  an 
increase  of  20  contractors.  The  loss  of  77  personnel  associated  with  the  KC-135  drawdown 
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would  decrease  on-base  jobs  from  4,358  to  4,281,  or  an  approximate  1.8  percent  decrease.  The 
IMPLAN  model  calculates  that  approximately  43  indirect  and  induced  jobs  in  the  ROI  would  be 
lost  with  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario,  with  most  of  the  job  loss  in  industries  such  as 
food  services,  private  hospitals,  and  real  estate  establishments. 

Construction  activities,  in  general,  provide  economic  benefits  to  the  surrounding  areas  through 
the  employment  of  construction  workers,  as  well  as  the  purchase  of  materials  and  equipment. 
These  construction  activities  would  be  temporary  and  would  only  provide  a  limited  amount  of 
economic  benefit.  For  every  $100  million  spent  on  construction  of  other  new  nonresidential 
structures  in  the  ROI,  an  estimated  1,309  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  jobs  would  be  created 
(MIG  2012).  The  USAF  estimates  that  approximately  $264  million  in  construction  expenditures 
would  be  associated  with  implementing  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB.  This  amount 
could  generate  approximately  3,455  jobs  primarily  within  the  construction  industry  or  related 
industries,  including  architectural  and  engineering  services,  food  services,  and  private  hospitals 
(MIG  2012).  Since  the  construction  activities  are  scheduled  over  several  years  and  it  would  be 
possible  for  a  single  worker  to  work  on  multiple  projects,  it  is  expected  that  the  local  labor  force 
in  the  ROI  and  in  the  surrounding  areas  would  be  sufficient  to  fill  these  new  jobs  without  a 
migration  of  workers  into  the  area.  The  indirect  and  induced  income  associated  with  construction 
expenditures  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  $55  million.  These  jobs,  and  the  related  income, 
would  be  temporary  during  the  construction  activity. 

4.4.10.2.3  Housing 

The  housing  market  in  the  ROI  is  anticipated  to  have  the  necessary  housing  units  to  support 
implementation  of  the  replacement  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario.  This  is  based  on  the  KC-135 
drawdown  of  1,920  full-time  military  personnel  relative  to  the  anticipated  1,809  full-time 
incoming  military  personnel  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario.  Again,  this  analysis  is  based 
on  the  assumption  that  the  DoD  civilians,  part-time  Reservists,  and  contractors  would  be  from 
Sedgwick  County  (as  stated  in  Section  4.4.10.2.1).  In  addition,  the  MOB  I  scenario  includes  the 
construction  of  a  new  75-unit  Visiting  Quarters,  which  would  provide  sufficient  capacity  for 
temporary-duty  personnel.  However,  prior  to  implementing  the  MOB  1  scenario,  an  HRMA 
would  be  required  to  determine  the  number  of  suitable  and  available  housing  units  within  the 
HRMA-defined  market  area  (20  miles  or  one-hour  commute  drive  from  the  base  gate,  whichever 
is  shorter). 

4.4.10.2.4  Education 

As  shown  in  Table  2-19,  after  considering  the  incoming  military  dependents  associated  with  the 
MOB  1  scenario  and  the  departing  military  dependents  associated  with  the  KC-135  drawdown, 
there  would  be  an  approximate  overall  decrease  of  180  military  dependents  and  family  members. 
The  total  number  of  school-aged  children  was  estimated  at  1.5  times  65  percent  of  full-time 
military  personnel  only  for  both  the  KC-46A  incoming  and  the  KC-135  drawdown  personnel. 
Therefore,  approximately  108  students  would  be  anticipated  to  leave  any  of  the  10  public  school 
districts  within  Sedgwick  County. 

4.4.10.2.5  Public  Services 

Sedgwick  County  represents  a  large  community  with  police,  fire,  and  other  services.  The  change 
in  USAF-related  personnel  and  dependents  would  represent  less  than  a  0.1  percent  decrease  of 
the  existing  population  in  Sedgwick  County.  That  decrease  would  not  be  expected  to  affect 
police,  fire,  or  other  services. 
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4.4.10.2.6  Base  Services 

Base  services  such  as  medical  facilities  have  adequate  capacity  to  support  the  proposed  MOB  1 
scenario.  Due  to  the  transition  of  mission  from  the  KC-135  to  the  KC-46A,  base  services  have 
sufficient  capacity  in  the  CDC,  housing,  fitness,  and  dining  facilities  to  support  the  incoming 
personnel. 

4.4.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.4.11.1  FTU  Scenario  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children  Consequences 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  would  result  in  a  3  percent  increase  in  minority  population 
exposure  to  noise  levels  between  65  and  69  dB  DNL  and  a  1  percent  increase  in  low-income 
population  exposure  to  these  same  noise  levels  over  the  baseline  noise  currently  being  experienced  at 
McConnell  AFB  (see  Table  4-30).  Because  these  increases  are  anticipated  to  be  3  percent  or  less 
over  baseline,  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  off-base  populations  of  minorities,  low-income  persons, 
or  children  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB. 

Table  4-30.  Percentage  of  Off-Base  Population  Potentially  Exposed  to  Noise  Levels  of  65  dB 

DNL  or  Greater  for  McConnell  AFB 


Scenario 

Percentage  Minority 

Percentage  Low-Income 

Percentage  Children 
(Under  18) 

65-69 
dB  DNL 

70-74 
dB  DNL 

65-69 
dB  DNL 

70-74 
dB  DNL 

65-69 
dB  DNL 

70-74 
dB  DNL 

FTU 

51% 

24% 

18% 

22% 

27% 

16% 

MOB  1 

20% 

0% 

21% 

0% 

19% 

0% 

Baseline 

(Existing  Conditions) 

48% 

24% 

17% 

22% 

29% 

16% 

Region  of  Comparison 

30% 

14% 

27% 

4.4.11.2  MOB  1  Scenario  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 
Consequences 

As  shown  on  Figure  4-6,  the  65-69  dB  DNL  noise  contour  resulting  from  the  MOB  1  scenario  is 
completely  contained  inside  the  baseline  noise  contour  and  the  analysis  indicates  that  off-base 
populations  of  minorities,  low-income  persons,  and  children  would  not  be  exposed  to  noise 
levels  above  what  is  occurring  under  the  baseline  conditions  (see  Table  4-30).  However,  this 
table  indicates  a  4  percent  increase  in  the  percentage  of  low-income  populations  exposed  to  the 
65-69  dB  DNL  contour.  This  difference  is  not  an  increase  in  the  number  of  low-income  people, 
but  a  difference  in  the  proportion  of  this  population  exposed  to  this  level  of  noise. 
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4.5  NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 

Analysis  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  provides  a  benchmark,  enabling  decision  makers  to 
compare  the  magnitude  of  the  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives. 
Section  1502.14(d)  of  NEPA  requires  an  EIS  to  analyze  the  No  Action  Alternative.  No  action  for 
this  EIS  means  that  the  KC-46A  beddown  would  not  occur  at  any  base  at  this  time.  The 
No  Action  Alternative  would  not  establish  the  KC-46A  ETU  and  associated  aircraft  and  it  would 
not  establish  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  and  associated  aircraft.  There  would  be  no  changes  in  base 
aircraft  or  personnel  assigned  to  the  KC-135  aircraft  squadrons.  No  KC-46A  aircraft  would 
arrive,  and  all  existing  aircraft  would  remain  in  place.  No  KC-46A  personnel  changes  or 
construction,  renovation,  or  demolition  activities  would  occur. 

The  No  Action  Alternative  has  been  carried  forward  in  the  EIS  per  CEQ  regulations  and  as  a 
baseline  of  existing  impact  continued  into  the  future  against  which  to  compare  impacts  of  the 
action  alternatives. 

Evaluation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  compares  the  effects  of  implementing  the  KC-46A  ETU 
and  MOB  1  scenarios  with  the  effects  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  at  each  base  and  for  each 
resource  area. 

Under  the  No  Action  alternative: 

•  There  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft  at  Altus  AEB;  operations  at  Altus  AEB  would 
continue  as  described  for  baseline  conditions.  The  97  AMW  would  continue  to  fly  the 
training  mission  with  a  PAA  of  18  KC-135  aircraft  and  the  personnel  described  under 
baseline  conditions. 

•  There  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft  at  Eairchild  APB  and  aircraft  operations 
would  continue  as  described  for  baseline  conditions.  The  92  ARW  would  continue  to  fly 
aerial  refueling  missions  with  a  PAA  of  30  KC-13  aircraft.  In  addition,  the  SERE,  JPRA, 
and  KC-135  WIC  missions  would  continue. 

•  There  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft  at  Grand  Porks  APB;  existing  RPA 
operations  at  Grand  Porks  APB  would  continue  as  described  for  baseline  conditions.  The 
319  ABW  would  continue  their  base  operating  and  direct  operation  support  mission  as 
described  under  baseline  conditions. 

•  There  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft  at  McConnell  APB;  operations  at 
McConnell  APB  would  continue  as  described  for  baseline  conditions.  The  22  ARW 
would  continue  to  fly  the  aerial  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  44  KC-135  aircraft  and 
the  personnel  described  under  baseline  conditions. 

Impacts  of  the  implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  on  each  resource  area  evaluated  in 
this  Pinal  EIS  are  described  below. 

4.5.1  Noise 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  baseline  conditions  at  each  base  would  remain  as  described  in 
Chapter  3  Noise  sections.  No  changes  would  occur  to  the  noise  levels  surrounding  each  base  and 
the  noise  contours  would  remain  as  they  are  today.  As  no  construction  would  occur,  no  noise 
associated  with  construction  activities  would  result  from  the  implementation  of  this  alternative. 
Impacts  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  be  negligible. 
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4.5.2  Air  Quality 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  baseline  conditions  at  each  base  would  remain  as  described  in 
Chapter  3  Air  Quality  sections.  No  changes  would  occur.  No  construction  emissions  would  occur 
and  operational  emissions  would  be  identical  to  the  current  baseline  conditions.  Impacts  under 
the  No  Action  Alternative  would  be  negligible. 

4.5.3  Safety 

Under  the  no  action  alternative,  baseline  conditions  at  each  of  base  would  remain  as  described  in 
the  Chapter  3  Safety  sections.  No  additional  impacts  would  occur  to  ground  or  flight  safety. 

4.5.4  Soils  and  Water 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  baseline  conditions  at  each  base  would  remain  as  described  in 
the  Chapter  3  Soils  and  Water  sections.  None  of  the  KC-46A  proposed  construction  would  occur 
and  no  impacts  on  soil  and  water  resources  would  occur. 

4.5.5  Biological  Resources 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  baseline  conditions  at  each  base  would  remain  as  described  in 
the  Chapter  3  Biological  Resources  sections.  No  vegetation  or  wildlife  habitat  would  be 
disturbed  as  a  result  of  implementing  either  of  the  KC-46A  scenarios.  No  additional  impacts  on 
biological  resources  would  be  anticipated. 

4.5.6  Cultural  Resources 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  baseline  conditions  at  each  base  would  remain  as  described  in 
the  Chapter  3  Cultural  Resource  sections.  No  additional  impacts  on  historical  buildings  or  other 
cultural  resources  would  occur. 

4.5.7  Land  Use 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  baseline  conditions  at  each  base  would  remain  as  described  in 
the  Chapter  3  Land  Use  sections.  No  changes  would  occur  to  planning  noise  contours 
surrounding  the  bases  and  no  land  use  changes  would  occur  within  the  base  boundaries. 

4.5.8  Infrastructure 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  baseline  conditions  at  each  base  would  remain  as  described  in 
the  Chapter  3  Infrastructure  sections.  No  new  construction  would  occur  and  no  new  personnel 
would  arrive  or  decrease  at  any  of  the  bases.  No  additional  impacts  on  the  infrastructure  system 
at  any  of  the  bases  would  occur. 

4.5.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  baseline  conditions  at  each  base  would  remain  as  described  in 
the  Chapter  3  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  sections.  Each  base  would  continue  to  use 
hazardous  materials  and  dispose  of  hazardous  waste  as  described  for  each  base’s  baseline 
conditions. 

4.5.10  Socioeconomics 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  baseline  conditions  would  remain  as  described  in  the  Chapter  3 
Socioeconomics  sections  for  each  base.  No  new  personnel  increases  or  decreases  would  occur  at 
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any  of  the  bases  and  none  of  the  bases  would  receive  the  benefits  of  a  population  increase.  No 
construction  would  occur  and  therefore  no  construction  related  beneficial  expenditures  would 
occur. 

4.5.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  baseline  conditions  at  each  base  would  remain  as  described  in 
the  Chapter  3  Environmental  Justice  sections.  There  would  be  no  environmental  justice  impacts 
or  impacts  on  populations  of  children  at  any  of  the  bases. 
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5.0  CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS  AND  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE 

COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES 

The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  stipulate  that  the  cumulative  effects 
analysis  in  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  should  consider  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  resulting  from  “the  incremental  impact  of  the  action  when  added  to  other  past, 
present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  regardless  of  what  agency  (Eederal  or  non- 
Federal)  or  person  undertakes  such  other  actions”  (40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  [CER]  1508.7). 

Actions  that  have  a  potential  to  interact  with  the  KC-46A  beddown  scenarios  at  each  of  the  four 
bases  are  included  in  this  cumulative  effects  analysis.  This  approach  enables  decision  makers  to 
have  the  most  current  information  available  so  that  they  can  evaluate  the  range  of  environmental 
consequences  that  would  result  from  the  beddown  of  KC-46A  aircraft,  infrastructure,  and 
personnel  at  these  locations.  Although  known  construction  and  upgrades  are  a  part  of  the 
analysis  contained  in  this  document,  potential  future  requirements  of  the  KC-46A  beddown 
cannot  be  predicted.  As  those  requirements  surface,  future  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  analysis  would  be  conducted,  as  required. 

In  this  chapter,  the  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  has  identified  past  and  present  actions  in  the  region  of 
each  of  the  four  bases  that  have  been  selected  as  alternatives  to  host  either  the  Formal  Training 
Unit  (FTU)  or  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  scenarios.  In  addition,  this  analysis  also 
evaluated  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  that  are  in  the  planning  phase  in  the  regions 
surrounding  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  in  Oklahoma,  Fairchild  AFB  in  Washington, 
Grand  Forks  AFB  in  North  Dakota,  and  McConnell  AFB  in  Kansas.  Although  auxiliary  airfields 
have  been  identified  for  use  by  KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU  scenario  at  Altus  and 
McConnell  AFBs,  no  construction,  ground  disturbance,  or  other  activities  beyond  flight 
operations  are  proposed  for  those  locations;  therefore,  cumulative  effects  are  not  evaluated  for 
any  of  the  auxiliary  airfields. 

The  assessment  of  cumulative  effects  begins  with  defining  the  scope  of  other  project  actions  and 
the  potential  interrelationship  with  the  proposed  action  (CEQ  1997).  The  scope  of  the  analysis 
must  consider  other  projects  that  coincide  with  the  location  and  timetable  of  implementation  of 
the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  scenarios  at  each  base.  Cumulative  effects  can  arise  from  single 
or  multiple  actions  and  through  additive  or  interactive  processes  acting  individually  or  in 
combination  with  each  other.  Actions  that  are  not  part  of  the  proposal,  but  that  could  be 
considered  as  actions  connected  in  time  or  space  (40  CFR  1508.25)  (CEQ  1997)  could  include 
projects  that  affect  areas  on  or  near  any  of  the  four  bases  identified  as  alternatives  for  either  the 
FTU  or  MOB  1  KC-46A  scenarios.  This  Final  EIS  analysis  addresses  three  questions  to  identify 
cumulative  effects: 

1 .  Does  a  relationship  exist  such  that  elements  of  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives  might 
interact  with  elements  of  past,  present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable  actions? 

2.  If  one  or  more  of  the  elements  of  the  alternatives  and  another  action  could  be  expected  to 
interact,  would  the  alternative  affect  or  be  affected  by  impacts  of  the  other  action? 

3.  If  such  a  relationship  exists,  does  an  assessment  reveal  any  potentially  significant  impacts 
not  identified  when  the  alternative  is  considered  alone? 

For  the  scenarios  under  consideration  to  have  a  cumulatively  significant  impact  on  an 
environmental  resource,  two  conditions  must  be  met.  First,  the  combined  impacts  of  all  identified 
past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  activities,  and  processes  on  a  resource, 
including  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action,  must  be  significant.  Second,  the  proposed  action 
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must  make  a  substantial  contribution  to  that  significant  cumulative  impact.  Proposed  actions  of 
limited  scope  do  not  typically  require  as  comprehensive  an  assessment  of  cumulative  impacts  as 
proposed  actions  that  have  significant  environmental  impacts  over  a  large  area  (CEQ  2005). 

In  the  sections  below,  the  cumulative  significance  is  based  on  the  context,  intensity  and  timing  of 
the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  4,  related  to  the  past,  present, 
and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions.  For  each  base,  a  summary  of  the  cumulative  effects  is 
provided  in  a  table,  followed  by  a  discussion  of  the  resource  areas  that  have  potentially 
significant  cumulative  effects  based  on  the  above  evaluation  criteria. 
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5.1  ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  (FTU  OR  MOB  1)  CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS 
AND  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF 
RESOURCES 

5.1.1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

This  section  provides  decision  makers  with  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  FTU  or 
MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB,  as  well  as  the  incremental  contribution  of  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  actions.  Altus  AFB  has  been  identified  by  the  USAF  as  the  Preferred 
Alternative  for  the  FTU  scenario  but  also  remains  an  alternative  for  the  MOB  1  scenario. 

Table  5-1  summarizes  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  within  the  region  that 
could  interact  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB.  The 
table  briefly  describes  each  identified  action,  presents  the  proponent  or  jurisdiction  of  the  action 
and  the  timeframe  (e.g.,  past,  present/ongoing,  future),  and  indicates  which  resources  potentially 
interact  with  the  KC-46A  scenarios  at  Altus  AFB.  No  other  actions  were  identified  during  the 
data  gathering  and  field  survey  phases  at  Altus  AFB  for  this  EIS. 

Past  activities  are  those  actions  that  occurred  within  the  geographic  scope  of  cumulative  effects 
that  have  shaped  the  current  environmental  conditions  of  the  project  area.  Originally  named 
Altus  Army  Airfield,  the  base  was  constructed  in  1942,  with  military  personnel  and  aircraft 
arriving  in  1943.  Altus  AFB  is  currently  home  to  the  97th  Air  Mobility  Wing  and  supports  four 
major  units:  the  97th  Operations  Group,  the  97th  Mission  Support  Group,  the  97th  Maintenance 
Directorate,  and  the  97th  Medical  Group  (Altus  AFB  2009c).  For  most  resource  areas,  such  as 
soils  and  water,  biological  resources,  infrastructure,  and  hazardous  materials  and  waste,  the 
impacts  of  past  actions  are  now  part  of  the  existing  environment  and  are  incorporated  in  the 
description  of  the  affected  environment  in  Chapter  3. 
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Table  5-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  Altus  AFB  and  Associated  Region 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

Military  Actions 

General  Plan,  Altus 

Air  Force  Base, 
Oklahoma  (Altus 

AFB  2003) 

Air  Education  and 
Training 

Command,  Altus 
AEB 

Present,  future 

The  Altus  APB  General  Plan  provides  the  Base  Commander 
and  other  decision  makers  a  picture  of  Altus  AFB’s  present  and 
future  capability  to  support  its  mission  with  its  physical  assets 
and  delivery  systems.  It  is  a  concise,  stand-alone  document, 
summarizing  information  from  a  variety  of  sources.  It  serves  as 
a  guide  for  site-specific  future  development  and  provides 
general  background  information  in  land  use  growth  patterns.  Its 
illustrative  format  provides  decision  makers  with  an 
understanding  of  the  character  and  structure  of  the  base. 

Soils  and  Water,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  W aste. 
Socioeconomics 

Final  Environmental 
Assessment,  General 
Plan-Based 
Environmental  Impact 
Analysis  Process 
(Altus  APB2009C) 

Air  Education  and 
Training 

Command,  Altus 
AEB 

Present,  future 

The  97  Civil  Engineer  Squadron  at  Altus  APB  has  planned 
future  base  development  based  upon  the  Capital  Improvements 
Program  contained  within  the  current  Altus  APB  General  Plan. 
The  purpose  of  the  proposed  and  alternative  actions  is  to 
construct,  renovate,  demolish,  and  operate  facilities  and 
infrastructure  to  support  current  and  potential  future  training 
levels  at  Altus  APB  and  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of 
training;  enhance  quality  of  life;  replace  old,  inadequate 
facilities;  and  correct  current  deficiencies.  The  proposed  and 
alternative  actions  provide  a  range  of  construction,  renovation, 
and  demolition  projects  to  support  a  higher  level  of  planned 
mission  activity. 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety, 
Soils  and  Water,  Biological 
Resources,  Cultural 
Resources,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  Waste, 
Socioeconomics, 
Environmental  Justice  and 
the  Protection  of  Children 

Sikorsky  Training 
Academy 
(Sikorsky  2013) 

Sikorsky 

Aerospace 

Services 

Not  applicable 

After  publication  of  the  Draft  EIS  this  project  was  cancelled. 

Text  concerning  potential  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
the  project  has  been  removed  from  this  Pinal  EIS. 

Not  applicable 
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Table  5-1.  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  Altus  AFB  and  Associated  Region  (Continued) 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

State  and  Local  Actions 

City  of  Altus 
Comprehensive  Plan 
2025  (City  of 

Altus  2004) 

City  of  Altus, 
Oklahoma 

Present,  future 

The  Altus  Comprehensive  Plan  provides  a  framework  for  long- 
range  planning  of  Altus  and  its  3 -mile  City-County  planning 
area.  It  provides  a  broad  context  in  which  local  decisions  may 
be  made  to  foster  a  sustainable  environment,  a  prosperous 
economy,  and  a  high  quality  of  life  for  all  residents.  It  balances 
population,  housing,  and  employment  growth  with  the 
preservation  of  open  space  and  prime  agricultural  lands,  as  well 
as  infrastructure  needs. 

Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Socioeconomics 

Altus  AFB  Joint  Land 
Use  Study 
(BD&Co  1999) 

City  of  Altus  and 
Jackson  County, 
Oklahoma 

Present,  future 

The  Joint  Land  Use  Study  (JLUS)  is  a  collaborative  land  use 
planning  effort  involving  a  military  base  and  adjacent  local 
governments.  The  study  evaluates  the  planning  rationale 
necessary  to  support  and  encourage  compatible  land  use 
development  surrounding  the  base.  Its  purpose  is  to  provide 
support  to  sustain  and  provide  flexibility  to  military  missions  on 
the  base  while  guiding  the  long-term  land  use  needs  of  the 
neighboring  counties  and  communities. 

Noise,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure, 

Socioeconomics 

Final 


5-5 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


5.1.2  Cumulative  Effects 

This  section  evaluates  the  cumulative  effects  from  the  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
future  actions  (see  Table  5-1)  and  the  KC-46A  scenarios  at  Altus  AFB.  Table  5-2  provides  a 
summary  of  the  cumulative  effects.  As  shown  in  Table  5-2,  air  quality,  safety,  biological 
resources,  cultural  resources,  land  use,  hazardous  materials  and  waste,  and  environmental  justice 
and  the  protection  of  children  are  not  anticipated  to  contribute  to  cumulative  effects.  Cumulative 
effects  are  discussed  for  noise,  soils  and  water,  infrastructure,  and  socioeconomics. 


Table  5-2.  Summary  of  Cumulative  Effects  for  Altus  AFB 


Resource  Area 

KC-46A 

FTU 

Scenario" 

KC-46A 
MOB  1 
Scenario 

Past,  Present,  and 
Foreseeable  Actions 

Cumulative  Effects 

Noise 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Air  Quality 

□ 

□ 

□ 

o 

Safety 

□ 

□ 

□ 

o 

Soils  and  Water 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Biological  Resources 

o 

o 

□ 

o 

Cultural  Resources 

□ 

□ 

□ 

o 

Land  Use 

□ 

□ 

□ 

o 

Infrastructure 

□ 

• 

□ 

□ 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

□ 

□ 

□ 

o 

Socioeconomics 

o 

o 

□ 

□ 

Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children 

o 

o 

□ 

o 

"  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  is  considered  under  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Key:  o  -  not  affected  or  beneficial  impacts,  □  -  affected  but  not  significant,  short  to  medium  term,  impacts  that  range  from  low  to  high  intensity. 


•  -  significant  impacts,  that  are  high  in  intensity  or  are  long  term. 

5. 1.2.1  Noise 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  would  incrementally  increase  noise  levels  on  and 
near  Altus  AFB.  Noise  impacts  are  described  in  Section  4.1.1. 

Construction  and  demolition  (C&D)  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  locations,  in 
combination  with  C&D  activities  proposed  as  part  of  the  Altus  AFB  General  Plan  (GP),  are 
expected  to  result  only  in  short-term  intermittent  increases  in  noise  levels  during  that  phase  of 
work  (Altus  AFB  2009c). 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  action  would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  any  significant 
cumulative  noise  effects  in  combination  with  other  past,  present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable  actions. 

5. 1.2. 2  Soils  and  Water 

The  Altus  General  Plan  Environmental  Assessment  (GPEA)  identified  one  project  (proposed 
construction  activities  associated  with  Runway  17E/35R)  that  had  the  potential  for  minor  adverse 
impacts  on  floodplains.  The  GPEA  concluded  the  action  would  only  involve  replacing  the 
existing  asphaltic  cement  surface  of  the  runway  with  granitic  concrete.  During  this  activity,  the 
existing  elevations  and  floodplain  environment  would  be  preserved,  allowing  for  no  impact  on 
the  existing  floodplain.  Any  potential  impacts  on  floodplains  are  not  anticipated  to  be  significant 
and  would  be  reduced  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  through  project  design  and 
implementation  of  environmental  protection  measures  (Altus  AEB  2009c).  No  other  projects 
with  potential  soils  and  water  impacts  were  identified  at  Altus  AEB  and  no  cumulative  effects 
associated  with  soil  and  water  resources  are  anticipated. 
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5. 1.2. 3  Infrastructure 

The  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  would  require  additional  facility  C&D  when  considered  in 
combination  with  the  Altus  AFB  GP  and  the  associated  impacts  identified  in  the  Altus  GPEA. 
The  FTU  would  require  the  construction  of  new  facilities,  renovation/  alteration/additions  to 
existing  facilities,  and  demolition  of  facilities.  The  MOB  1  scenario  would  require  more 
development  than  the  FTU  scenario. 

The  Altus  GPEA  analyzed  a  Potential  Development  Alternative  (PDA)  that  was  selected  as  the 
preferred  alternative  for  future  development  at  Altus  APB.  The  PDA  represents  a  broader 
approach  to  base  and  mission  development  at  Altus  APB.  Under  the  PDA,  Altus  APB  would  be 
developed  up  to  75  percent  of  its  potential,  which  is  a  level  substantially  higher  than  the  current 
development.  This  would  equate  to  the  development  of  approximately  384  acres  of  on-base  land, 
resulting  in  approximately  695,538  square  feet  of  additional  facility  space  and  93  acres  of 
additional  impervious  cover  on  the  base  (Altus  APB  2009c). 

The  potential  for  cumulative  effects  associated  with  conflicts  between  either  of  the  KC-46A 
scenarios  and  proposed  Installation  Development  Plan  (IDP)  projects  at  Altus  APB  could  be  off¬ 
set  by  coordinating  and  including  the  KC-46A  mission  in  the  USAP  comprehensive  planning 
process  with  Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC).  Not  all  of  the  projects  proposed  under  the  PDA  are 
approved  or  funded  and  would  not  be  completed  in  the  same  timeframe  as  the  projects  identified 
for  either  of  the  KC-46A  scenarios.  The  total  disturbance  area  associated  with  the  PTU  would  be 
less  than  five  acres,  but  the  total  disturbance  area  associated  with  the  MOB  1  would  be  less  than 
80  acres.  The  impervious  surface  created  as  part  of  the  PTU  scenario  would  not  be  significant, 
but  the  impervious  surface  created  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  for  aircraft  parking  could  be 
significant  if  stormwater  controls  are  not  included  in  project  designs  and  construction  plans  when 
included  with  other  proposed  base  development. 

All  C&D  activities  generally  would  be  expected  to  result  in  short-term  job  creation  and  materials 
procurement.  These  types  of  short-term,  construction-related  benefits  would  occur  regardless  of 
project  location.  Sound  engineering  and  management  practices  would  minimize  the  potential  for 
cumulative  effects  during  and  following  construction. 

5. 1.2.4  Socioeconomics 

Any  present  or  future  actions  that  would  involve  an  in-  or  out-migration  of  people  to  the  area 
would  create  a  cumulative  impact  on  housing,  economic  activity  (in  the  form  of  construction, 
employment,  and  earnings),  educational  facilities  and  staffing,  and  public  and  base  services. 
Construction  activities  typically  provide  a  beneficial  economic  impact  on  the  area  but  are  short¬ 
term  for  the  duration  of  the  project.  However,  many  short-term  projects  occurring  throughout  the 
years  provide  a  cumulative  beneficial  economic  impact  over  the  long-term. 

Regionally,  Altus  APB  is  located  in  Jackson  County  adjacent  to  the  City  of  Altus.  These 
municipalities  have  comprehensive  plans,  capital  improvement  plans,  transportation  plans,  and 
other  plans  that  guide  future  development  activities,  including  formal  coordination  with  the  base 
in  the  form  of  the  Altus  APB  Joint  Pand  Use  Study  (JPUS),  approved  by  the  city  and  county  in 
1999.  In  accordance  with  the  JPUS,  the  communities  surrounding  Altus  APB  seek  to  avoid 
encroachment  issues  with  the  base  through  appropriate  land  use  surrounding  the  base,  zoning, 
building  height  restrictions,  avoiding  clear  zone  (CZ)  and  accident  potential  zone  (APZ)  areas, 
and  minimizing  residential  and  other  incompatible  development. 

The  Altus  GPEA  indicated  that  the  PDA  for  the  new  development  to  support  the  increase  in 
mission  activities  would  also  result  in  beneficial  impacts  on  the  local  economy.  Socioeconomic 
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benefits  go  beyond  the  direct  change  in  military  personnel  and  have  an  extended,  or  multiplier, 
effect  upon  regional  employment  and  economic  activity.  Any  new  future  missions  required  to 
support  the  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  would  require  separate  USAF  comprehensive  planning  and 
NEPA  analysis. 

No  major  new  or  planned  development  activities  were  identified  in  the  Altus  area  that  could 
combine  with  the  KC-46A  beddown  scenarios  to  potentially  result  in  cumulative  socioeconomic 
impacts.  While  it  is  unknown  whether  any  of  these  jobs  would  involve  new  employees  relocating 
to  the  Altus  area,  no  significant  adverse  impacts  are  expected  in  combination  with  the  KC-46A 
FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario. 

5.1.3  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 

The  irreversible  environmental  changes  that  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A 
FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  at  Altus  AFB  involve  the  consumption  of  material  resources  and  energy 
resources.  The  use  of  these  resources  is  considered  to  be  permanent.  Irreversible  and  irretrievable 
resource  commitments  are  related  to  the  use  of  nonrenewable  resources  and  the  impacts  that  use 
of  these  resources  will  have  on  future  generations.  Irreversible  impacts  primarily  result  from  use 
or  destruction  of  a  specific  resource  that  cannot  be  replaced  within  a  reasonable  timeframe 
(e.g.,  energy  and  minerals).  Irretrievable  resource  commitments  also  involve  the  loss  in  value  of 
an  affected  resource  that  cannot  be  restored  as  a  result  of  the  action. 

For  the  beddown  of  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  for  either  the  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario,  most 
resource  commitments  are  neither  irreversible  nor  irretrievable.  Most  impacts  are  short  term  and 
temporary,  such  as  air  emissions  from  construction,  or  longer  lasting  but  negligible,  such  as  the 
construction  of  new  homes  to  support  new  KC-46A  personnel  increases  on  base  or  in  the  local 
communities.  Those  limited  resources  that  could  involve  a  possible  irreversible  or  irretrievable 
commitment  would  be  used  in  a  beneficial  manner. 

Construction  and  renovation  of  base  facilities  and  infrastructure  would  require  the  consumption 
of  limited  amounts  of  material  typically  associated  with  interior  renovations  (wiring,  insulation, 
windows,  drywall)  and  exterior  construction  (concrete,  steel,  sand,  mortar,  brick,  asphalt).  An 
undetermined  amount  of  energy  to  conduct  renovation,  construction,  and  operation  of  these 
facilities  would  be  expended  and  irreversibly  lost  but  would  be  used  in  an  efficient  and 
sustainable  manner  over  the  useful  life  cycle  of  the  facilities. 

Training  operations  would  continue  to  involve  the  consumption  of  nonrenewable  resources,  such 
as  gasoline  used  in  vehicles  and  jet  fuel  used  in  the  KC-46A  aircraft  and  other  aircraft  while  in 
flight.  None  of  these  activities  are  expected  to  significantly  decrease  the  availability  of  minerals 
or  petroleum  resources.  Personal  vehicle  use  by  the  new  personnel  and  those  continuing  to 
support  the  existing  missions  would  consume  fuel,  oil,  and  lubricants.  The  amount  of  these 
materials  used  would  increase  slightly;  however,  this  additional  use  is  not  expected  to 
significantly  affect  the  availability  of  the  resources  in  the  southwestern  Oklahoma  region  or 
nationally. 
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5.2  FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  (MOB  I)  CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS  AND 

IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF 
RESOURCES 

5.2.1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

This  section  provides  decision  makers  with  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  KC-46A 
MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB,  as  well  as  the  incremental  contribution  of  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  actions. 

Table  5-3  summarizes  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  within  the  region  that 
could  interact  with  the  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB.  The 
table  briefly  describes  each  identified  action,  presents  the  proponent  or  jurisdiction  of  the  action 
and  the  timeframe  (e.g.,  past,  present/ongoing,  future),  and  indicates  which  resources  potentially 
interact  with  the  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario.  No  other  actions  were  identified  during  the 
data  gathering  and  field  survey  phases  at  Fairchild  AFB  for  this  EIS. 

Past  activities  are  those  actions  that  occurred  within  the  geographic  scope  of  cumulative  effects 
that  have  shaped  the  current  environmental  conditions  of  the  project  area.  Fairchild  AFB  was 
constructed  in  1942  and  named  the  Spokane  Air  Depot  while  it  served  as  a  repair  depot  for 
damaged  aircraft  during  World  War  II.  The  base  has  increased  more  than  three  times  in  size 
since  its  initial  construction,  and  the  facilities  and  infrastructure  have  undergone  several  major 
periods  of  construction  and  reconstruction  to  accommodate  student  training  loads  and  new 
missions  and  commands  (USAF  2012b).  For  most  resource  areas,  such  as  soils  and  water, 
biological  resources,  infrastructure,  and  hazardous  materials  and  waste,  the  impacts  of  past 
actions  are  now  part  of  the  existing  environment  and  are  incorporated  in  the  description  of  the 
affected  environment  in  Chapter  3. 
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Table  5-3.  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  Fairchild  AFB  and  Associated  Region 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

Military  Actions 

Fairchild  AFB  General 

Plan  2010  (currently  in  the 
process  of  being  updated 
to  an  Installation 
Development  Plan  in 
accordance  with  revised 
USAF  Comprehensive 
Planning  guidelines) 
(Fairchild  AFB  2010a) 

Air  Mobility 
Command, 
Eairchild  AEB 

Present,  future 

The  Eairchild  GP  has  been  developed  to  provide  a  strategy  for  the  continued 
physical  development  of  Fairchild  AFB  in  support  of  the  base’s  current  air 
refueling  mission  and  prospective  additional  missions.  The  GP  provides  a 
vision  for  future  development  of  the  base  and  considers  creative  solutions,  as 
well  as  forthcoming  challenges.  It  is  a  stand-alone  document  prepared  to 
respond  to  the  USAF’s  commitment  to  planning  for  future  and  sustainable 
development  and  protecting  the  environment. 

Soils  and  Water,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  W aste. 
Socioeconomics 

Final  Environmental 
Assessment  of  Installation 
Development  at  Eairchild 

Air  Eorce  Base, 

Washington  (2013) 

(USAE  2012b) 

Air  Mobility 
Command, 
Eairchild  AEB 

Present,  future 

Fairchild  AFB  seeks  to  improve  its  understanding  of  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  continuing  base  development  process.  The 
proposed  action  is  to  implement  a  range  of  selected  projects,  such  as  demolition 
of  aging  facilities,  new  facility  construction,  facility  upgrades,  facility  repair  and 
renovation,  utilities  upgrades,  community  living  upgrades,  infrastructure 
improvements,  recreational  upgrades,  natural  infrastructure  management,  and 
strategic  sustainability  performance  projects,  that  would  be  among  those 
proposed  to  be  completed  or  implemented  during  the  next  5  years  (from  Fiscal 

Year  2013  to  Fiscal  Year  2018). 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety, 

Soils  and  Water,  Biological 
Resources,  Cultural 

Resources,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  Waste, 
Socioeconomics, 

Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children 

Environmental 

Assessment,  Demolition 
of  Hangars,  Eairchild  Air 
Eorce  Base,  Washington 
(2012)  (Eairchild 

AEB  201 2d) 

Air  Mobility 
Command, 
Eairchild  AEB 

Present,  future 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  comply  with  a  USAF  Headquarters 
directive,  requiring  bases  to  “reduce  their  physical  infrastructure  by  20  percent  by 
2020.”  Fairchild  AFB  is  working  toward  this  goal  by  finding  excess  space  that  is 
not  economical  to  restore  for  other  purposes  and  programming  it  for  demolition. 
The  proposed  action  will  demolish  5  hangars  on  the  airfield,  leaving  18  hangars 
in  place.  The  current  missions  at  Fairchild  AFB  are  authorized  7  hangars,  so  the 
proposed  action  would  demolish  5  and  leave  1 1  excess  hangars  on  the  airfield  for 
future  phases  of  demolition. 

Cultural  Resources,  Soils  and 
Water,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  W aste 

Environmental 

Assessment,  Demolition 
of  Munitions  Area  Storage 
Eacilities,  Eairchild  AEB, 
Washington  (Eairchild 

AEB  201  Ih) 

Air  Mobility 
Command, 
Eairchild  AEB 

Present,  future 

The  purpose  of  this  action  is  to  demolish  six  facilities  in  the  Munitions  Storage 

Area  at  Fairchild  AFB.  These  facilities  were  constructed  between  1952  and  1956. 
Currently,  these  facilities  are  not  considered  mission  critical  and  are  empty  or 
underutilized.  The  unique  construction  and  infrastructure  of  these  facilities,  as 
well  as  their  location  in  a  limited  access  area,  would  make  it  difficult  to 
rehabilitate  or  renovate  these  facilities  for  another  purpose. 

Soils  and  Water,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  W aste 

Environmental 

Assessment,  Expansion  of 
RV  Storage  Lot,  Eairchild 
AEB,  Washington 
(Eairchild  AEB  201  li) 

Air  Mobility 
Command, 
Eairchild  AEB 

Present,  future 

The  purpose  of  this  action  is  to  provide  more  parking  to  the  RV  Storage  Lot, 
run  -by  Recreational  Services.  This  service  provides  nearby  parking  of  RVs  for 
Airmen  at  Fairchild  AFB  at  a  lower  rate  than  in  the  local  area.  The  RV  Storage 
Lot  is  located  on  the  northwest  side  of  Fairchild  AFB  behind  the  Petroleum, 

Oil,  and  Lubricants  storage  area. 

Soils  and  Water,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  W aste 
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Table  5-3.  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  Fairchild  AFB  and  Associated  Region  (Continued) 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

Non-Military  Federal  Actions 

Final  Environmental 

Impact  Statement, 

Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians, 
West  Plains  Casino  and 
Mixed-Use  Development 
Project,  City  of  Airway 
Heights,  Spokane  County, 
Washington 
(BIA  2013) 

Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  (BIA)  and 
the  Spokane  Tribe 
of  Indians 

Euture 

The  EIS  has  been  prepared  by  the  BIA  as  the  lead  Eederal  agency  pursuant 
to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  to  assess  the  environmental 
effects  of  issuing  a  two-part  determination  under  Section  20  of  the  Indian 
Gaming  Regulatory  Act  (proposed  action),  and  the  subsequent  proposed 
development  discussed  below.  The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to 
advance  the  BIA’s  “Self  Determination”  policy  of  promoting  the  tribe’s 
self-governance  capability,  and  to  promote  opportunities  for  economic 
development  and  self-sufficiency  of  the  tribe  and  its  members.  The  USAE 
was  a  cooperating  agency  in  the  development  of  the  EIS . 

The  Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians  is  in  the  planning  stages  of  developing  the 

West  Plains  Casino  and  Mixed-Use  Development  Project.  The  tribe  has 
identified  a  145-acre  site  held  in  Eederal  Trust  for  the  tribe  in  the  City  of 
Airway  Heights,  Spokane  County,  Washington.  The  proposed  project  site  is 
located  immediately  northwest  of  the  intersection  of  U.S.  Highway  2 
(U.S.  2)  and  Craig  Road.  The  site  is  located  approximately  1.5  miles  east  of 
the  main  entrance  gate  of  Eairchild  AEB  on  U.S.  2.  The  proposed  project 
consists  of  the  development  of  a  casino-resort  facility,  a  300-room  hotel, 
parking  structure,  site  retail,  commercial  building,  tribal  cultural  center,  and 
police/fire  station  within  the  project  site.  Access  to  the  project  site  would  be 
provided  along  U.S.  2  and  Craig  Road. 

The  project  has  been  coordinated  with  the  USAE.  The  Spokane  Tribe  of 
Indians  has  enacted  the  West  Plains  Development  Code  to  implement 
recommendations  of  a  JLUS  to  avoid  incompatible  development  in  the 
vicinity  of  Eairchild  AEB.  This  code  includes  restrictions  and  requirements 
for  building  heights,  density,  sound  attenuation,  wildlife  attractants,  light 
and  glare. 

Infrastructure, 

Socioeconomics 
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Table  5-3.  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  Fairchild  AFB  and  Associated  Region  (Continued) 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

State  and  Local  Actions 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base 
Joint  Land  Use  Study 
(JLUS)  (2009)  (Spokane 
County  2009) 

Spokane  County, 

W  ashington 

Present,  future 

The  JLUS  is  a  collaborative  land  use  planning  effort  involving  a  military 
base  and  adjacent  local  governments.  The  study  evaluates  the  planning 
rationale  necessary  to  support  and  encourage  compatible  land  use 
development  surrounding  the  base.  Its  purpose  is  to  provide  support  to 
sustain  and  provide  flexibility  to  military  missions  on  the  base  while 
guiding  the  long-term  land  use  needs  of  the  neighboring  counties  and 
communities. 

Noise,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure, 

Socioeconomics 

Spokane  Metropolitan 
Planning  Area  201 1-2035 
Metropolitan 

Transportation  Plan  (City 
of  Spokane  2012) 

City  of  Spokane, 

W  ashington 

Spokane  Regional 

Transportation 

Council 

Present,  future 

The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Plan  is  a  long-range,  multimodal  plan  that 
provides  a  blueprint  to  address  transportation  issues  and  needs  through  the 
year  2035.  All  major  transportation  modes  are  incorporated  into  the  plan, 
including  highways  and  streets,  public  transportation,  airports,  freight  and 
goods  movement,  and  bicycle  and  pedestrian  transportation. 

Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Socioeconomics 

Washington  State 
Department  of 
Transportation  2012-2015 
State  Transportation 
Improvement  Program 
(WA  DOT  2012) 

Washington  State 
Department  of 
Transportation 

Present,  future 

The  2012-2015  State  Transportation  Improvement  Program  is  a  4-year, 
fiscally  constrained  prioritized  program  of  transportation  projects,  compiled 
from  local  and  regional  plans,  along  with  the  Washington  Transportation 

Plan.  These  projects  have  been  identified  through  state,  regional,  and  local 
planning  processes  as  the  highest  priority  for  the  available  funding  to 
preserve  and  improve  the  state’s  transportation  network. 

Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Socioeconomics 
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5.2.2  Cumulative  Effects 

This  section  evaluates  the  cumulative  effects  from  the  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
future  actions  (see  Table  5-3)  and  the  KC-46A  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB.  Table  5-4  provides  a 
summary  of  the  cumulative  effects.  As  shown  in  Table  5-4,  air  quality,  safety,  soils  and  water, 
biological  resources,  hazardous  materials  and  waste,  and  environmental  justice  and  protection  of 
children  are  not  anticipated  to  contribute  to  cumulative  effects.  Cumulative  effects  are  discussed 
for  noise,  cultural  resources,  land  use,  infrastructure,  and  socioeconomics. 


Table  5-4.  Summary  of  Cumulative  Effects  for  Fairchild  AFB 


Resource  Area 

KC-46A 
MOB  1 
Scenario 

Past,  Present,  and 
Foreseeable  Actions 

Cumulative  Effects 

Noise 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Air  Quality 

□ 

□ 

o 

Safety 

□ 

□ 

o 

Soils  and  Water 

□ 

□ 

o 

Biological  Resources 

o 

□ 

o 

Cultural  Resources 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Land  Use 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Infrastructure 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

□ 

□ 

o 

Socioeconomics 

o 

□ 

□ 

Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children 

□ 

□ 

o 

Key:  o  -  not  affected  or  beneficial  impacts,  □  -  affected  but  not  significant,  short  to  medium  term,  impacts  that  range  from  low  to  high  intensity, 


•  -  significant  impacts,  that  are  high  in  intensity  or  are  long  term. 

5.2.2. 1  Noise 

Under  the  MOB  1  scenario,  noise  levels  on  and  near  the  base  would  increase  slightly.  Only 
short-term,  minor,  adverse  impacts  would  occur  during  the  construction  phase  of  other  military 
actions  identified  in  Table  5-3.  Because  the  resulting  impacts  would  be  low  in  intensity  and 
short-term,  they  would  not  contribute  to  a  significant  cumulative  effect. 

5.2. 2.2  Cultural  Resources 

Fairchild  AFB,  in  coordination  with  the  Washington  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO) 
(Department  of  Archaeology  and  Historic  Preservation  [DAHP]),  developed  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  (MOA)  for  the  demolition  of  flightline  structures  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP).  In  accordance  with  the  MOA,  the  USAF  would  ensure  that 
stipulations  listed  in  the  MOA  are  implemented  for  demolition  of  historic  structures  to  mitigate 
adverse  impacts. 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  4,  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  would 
adversely  impact  one  building  eligible  for  the  NRHP.  Fairchild  AFB  has  amended  the  existing 
MOA  and  has  agreed  to  mitigate  any  adverse  impacts  created  by  the  demolition  of  the  NRHP- 
eligible  building,  should  Fairchild  AFB  be  selected  for  the  MOB  1  mission. 

Demolition  projects  proposed  along  the  flightline  would  contribute  to  cumulative  effects  on 
cultural  resources  (Fairchild  AFB  2012d;  USAF  2012b).  Although  the  demolitions  would  be  an 
adverse  effect,  completion  of  actions  required  by  the  MOA  would  minimize  the  potential  for 
cumulative  effects  to  cultural  resources. 
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5.2.23  Land  Use 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  result  in  low  intensity  impacts  from  increased 
number  of  air  operations  because  of  existing  incompatible  residential  and  unspecified 
commercial  and  industrial  zoning  in  the  APZs.  Continued  coordination  with  local  zoning 
authority  to  refine  land  use  restrictions  in  airport  overlay  district  would  reduce  the  potential  for 
cumulative  effects  therefore  there  would  be  no  significant  cumulative  effects  on  land  use. 

Encroachment  by  potentially  incompatible  land  use  from  the  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  projects  (included  in  Table  5-3)  have  potential  to  additionally  contribute  to 
cumulative  land  use  impacts.  Fairchild  AFB  would  need  to  continue  coordinating  with  Spokane 
County,  local  municipalities,  the  Spokane  Tribe,  and  developers  to  adopt  planning  and  zoning 
regulations  that  ensure  compatibility  between  local  development  and  the  USAF  mission  and 
minimize  cumulative  land  use  effects. 

5.2. 2.4  Infrastructure 

The  new  MOB  1  scenario  proposed  for  Fairchild  AFB  would  require  additional  facility  C&D 
above  what  was  included  in  the  existing  Fairchild  AFB  GP,  the  associated  impacts  identified  in 
the  Fairchild  AFB  IDEA,  and  other  recent  infrastructure-type  NEPA  actions  proposed  for 
Fairchild  AFB  in  Table  5-3.  The  projects  identified  in  the  Fairchild  AFB  GP  and  the  other 
proposed  infrastructure  projects  include  new  construction,  infrastructure  improvements,  natural 
infrastructure  management,  strategic  sustainability  performance,  and  demolition  of  facilities 
(USAF  2012b).  The  potential  for  cumulative  effects  associated  with  conflicts  between  the 
MOB  1  scenario  and  proposed  IDP  projects  at  Fairchild  AFB  can  be  off-set  by  coordinating  and 
including  the  proposed  mission  in  the  USAF  comprehensive  planning  process  with  AMC. 

All  C&D  activities  generally  would  be  expected  to  result  in  short-term  job  creation  and  materials 
procurement.  These  types  of  short-term,  construction-related  benefits  would  occur  regardless  of 
project  location  and  are  not  constraints  to  base  development  or  contributions  to  significant 
cumulative  effects.  Sound  engineering  and  management  practices  would  minimize  the  potential 
for  cumulative  effects  during  and  following  construction.  Additional  impervious  surface  on  the 
base  from  the  proposed  Fairchild  AFB  GP  and  other  infrastructure  projects  would  require 
appropriate  stormwater  system  improvements. 

The  personnel  increase  during  the  long-term  operational  phase,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  4,  would 
not  contribute  to  significant  cumulative  effects  because  the  local  and  regional  road  network 
would  have  sufficient  capacity.  Traffic  associated  with  implementation  of  the  proposed  West 
Plains  Casino  and  Mixed-Use  Development  Project  has  the  potential  to  combine  with  the 
construction  and  mission  personnel  traffic  and  could  result  in  the  potential  for  impacts  on 
vehicular  transportation  roadway  network  traffic  and  circulation  patterns  in  the  immediate  area 
of  the  proposed  casino  development  site  and  Fairchild  AFB.  The  severity  of  the  impacts  would 
depend  on  the  traffic  mix  of  the  base  and  the  proposed  casino  during  peak  hour  periods.  The 
BIA  EIS  projected  that  the  proposed  casino  would  result  in  significant  cumulative  traffic  and 
circulation  impacts  on  roadways  and  intersections  in  the  forecast  year  of  2032  without  mitigation 
measures.  The  impacts  would  include  the  potential  to  impact  traffic  to  and  from  the  base  and 
traffic  in  general  for  all  base  personnel  and  their  dependents.  The  BIA  EIS  identified  a  number  of 
mitigation  measures  to  reduce  significant  cumulative  traffic  and  circulation  impacts.  Based  on  an 
Intergovernmental  Agreement  among  the  Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians,  the  City  of  Airway  Heights, 
and  Spokane  County,  the  tribe  developed  a  Traffic  Impact  Analysis  that  includes  a  number  of 
roadway  and  intersection  improvement  projects  to  improve  traffic  capacity,  circulation,  flow,  and 
efficiency  through  the  maximum  casino  complex  build-out  phase  in  2019  (BIA  2013). 
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5. 2. 2. 5  Socioeconomics 

Any  present  or  future  actions  that  would  involve  an  in-  or  out-migration  of  people  to  the  area 
would  create  a  cumulative  impact  on  housing,  economic  activity  (in  the  form  of  construction, 
employment,  and  earnings),  educational  facilities  and  staffing,  and  public  and  base  services. 
Construction  activities  typically  provide  a  beneficial  economic  impact  on  the  area  but  are  short¬ 
term  for  the  duration  of  the  project.  However,  many  short-term  projects  occurring  throughout  the 
years  provide  a  cumulative  beneficial  economic  impact  over  the  long-term. 

The  proposed  West  Plains  Casino  and  Mixed-Use  Development  Project  has  the  potential  to 
combine  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  to  result  in  both  beneficial  and  potential  adverse 
cumulative  socioeconomic  effects.  The  BIA  EIS  estimates  that  the  proposed  casino  complex 
would  create  approximately  2,805  jobs,  generate  $141.2  million  in  annual  revenues,  and  attract 
2,823,056  patrons  annually  under  full  build-out  conditions  associated  with  the  maximum  build 
alternative  (i.e..  Alternative  1)  (BIA  2013).  The  KC-46A  MOB  I  scenario  and  the  proposed 
West  Plains  Casino  and  Mixed-Use  Development  Project,  in  combination,  would  add  substantial 
new  direct  and  indirect  revenue-generating  capacity  to  regional  municipalities  and 
Spokane  County. 

If  a  large  number  of  relocations  were  associated  with  the  proposed  casino  complex,  there  could 
be  a  shortage  of  suitable  housing.  Personnel  and  families  associated  with  the  proposed  MOB  1 
scenario  would  require  on-  or  off-base  housing.  However,  for  the  proposed  casino  complex,  it  is 
anticipated  that  the  majority  of  employees  would  come  from  the  Spokane  County  region  and  that 
a  large  relocation  of  employees  would  not  occur.  Therefore,  existing  housing  would  be  adequate, 
resulting  in  no  cumulative  contribution. 

Strategies  to  minimize  cumulative  effects  to  socioeconomics  could  include  implementation  of 
comprehensive  plans,  capital  improvement  plans,  transportation  plans,  and  other  plans  that  guide 
future  development  activities,  including  formal  coordination  with  the  base  in  the  form  of  a  JLUS 
between  the  base  and  Spokane  County. 

5.2.3  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 

The  irreversible  environmental  changes  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  that  would 
result  from  implementation  of  the  new  scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  would  be  similar  in  nature  and 
have  similar  characteristics  to  those  identified  for  Altus  AFB  in  Section  5.1.3. 
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5.3  GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  (MOB  1)  CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS 

AND  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF 
RESOURCES 

5.3.1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

This  section  provides  decision  makers  with  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  KC-46A 
MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB,  as  well  as  the  incremental  contribution  of  past,  present, 
and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions. 

Table  5-5  summarizes  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  within  the  region  that 
could  interact  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  The 
table  briefly  describes  each  identified  action,  presents  the  proponent  or  jurisdiction  of  the  action 
and  the  timeframe  (e.g.,  past,  present/ongoing,  future),  and  indicates  which  resources  could 
potentially  interact  with  the  proposed  new  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB. 
No  other  actions  were  identified  during  the  data  gathering  and  field  survey  phases  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  for  this  EIS. 

Past  activities  are  those  actions  that  occurred  within  the  geographic  scope  of  cumulative  effects 
that  have  shaped  the  current  environmental  conditions  of  the  project  area.  Grand  Forks  AFB  was 
established  in  1954  when  the  USAF  announced  plans  to  build  an  Air  Defense  Command  fighter- 
interceptor  base  in  eastern  North  Dakota.  The  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC) 
directed  the  realignment  of  all  KC-135  aircraft  to  other  AFBs.  In  December  2010,  Air  Combat 
Command  initiated  RQ-4  Global  Hawk  operations  and  the  119th  Air  Base  Wing  (ABW)  initiated 
MQ-1  Predator  operations  in  fulfillment  of  the  2005  BRAC  recommendation  for  future 
operations  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2010b).  For  most  resource  areas,  such  as 
soils  and  water,  biological  resources,  infrastructure,  and  hazardous  materials  and  waste,  the 
impacts  of  past  actions  are  now  part  of  the  existing  environment  and  are  incorporated  in  the 
description  of  the  affected  environment  in  Chapter  3. 


Final 


5-17 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  5-5.  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  and  Associated  Region 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

Military  Actions 

FY  2013-FY  2014  Project 
List,  319th  Civil 

Engineering  Center,  Grand 
Eorks  AEB  (Grand  Eorks 

AEB  2013a) 

Air  Mobility 
Command, 

Grand  Porks  APB 

Present,  future 

The  Piscal  Year  2013-Piscal  Year  2014  Project  List  includes 
project  number,  title,  status,  and  programmed  amounts  for 

76  projects. 

Infrastructure 

Capital  Improvements  Plan, 
Grand  Porks  APB,  Piscal 

Year  2014-Piscal  Year  2024 
(Grand  Porks  APB  2013b) 

Air  Mobility 
Command, 

Grand  Porks  APB 

Present,  future 

The  Capital  Improvements  Plan  for  Grand  Porks  APB  during 

PY  2014-PY  2024  includes  program,  title,  and  scope  for 

49  projects. 

Infrastructure 

Unmanned  Aircraft  Systems 
Technology  Park  and 

Training  Program,  Enhanced 
Use  Lease  Project  at  Grand 
Porks  APB,  North  Dakota 
(Grand  Porks  APB  2013c) 

Grand  Porks  Base 
Realignment  Impact 
Committee, 

University  of  North 
Dakota,  University 
of  North  Dakota 
Aerospace 

Poundation, 

Northland 

Aerospace 

Poundation,  and 
Northrup  Grumman 

Present,  future 

The  Unmanned  Aircraft  Systems  (UAS)  technology  park 
would  support  the  base’s  UAS  activities,  which  are  conducted 
by  the  USAP,  the  North  Dakota  Air  National  Guard,  and  the 

U.S.  Customs  and  Border  Protection.  Northrop  Grumman, 
which  has  an  office  in  Grand  Porks,  manufactures  the  RQ-4 
Global  Hawk  reconnaissance  aircraft  system,  which  is  flown 
from  the  base.  These  assets  would  train  in  Special  Use 

Airspace  (SUA)  and  utilize  R-5401/Camp  Grafton  South, 

North  Dakota.  In  order  to  provide  adequate  training  airspace, 
new  SUA  Restricted  Areas  (RAs)  or  other  suitable  airspace  as 
determined  by  PAA  would  be  established. 

Noise,  Safety,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Socioeconomics 

Pinal  Environmental 
Assessment  Addressing  the 
Privatization  of  Military 
Pamily  Housing  at  Grand 
Porks  APB,  North  Dakota 
(Grand  Porks  APB  201  Id) 

Air  Mobility 
Command,  Air 

Porce  Civil  Engineer 
Center,  Grand  Porks 
APB 

Present,  future 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  vest  responsibility  in  a 
private  developer  for  military  family  housing  at 

Grand  Porks  APB.  The  need  for  the  proposed  action  is  to 
provide  affordable,  quality  housing  and  ancillary  facilities  to 
military  members  and  their  families  through  demolition  of 
surplus,  inadequate  units  and  renovation  of  existing  family 
housing  units  so  that  they  meet  current  USAP  standards.  The 
goal  of  the  Northern  Military  Housing  Privatization  Initiative  is 
to  provide  uniformed  services  members  and  their  families 
access  to  safe,  secure,  quality,  affordable,  well-maintained 
housing  in  a  military  community  where  they  choose  to  live. 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety, 

Soils  and  Water,  Biological 
Resources,  Cultural  Resources, 
Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Hazardous  Materials  and 

Waste,  Socioeconomics 
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Table  5-5.  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  and  Associated  Region  (Continued) 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

Military  Actions  (Continued) 

Final  Environmental 
Assessment  of  Installation 
Development  at  Grand 

Eorks  AEB,  North  Dakota 
(Grand  Eorks  AEB  2010b) 

Air  Mobility 
Command, 

Grand  Porks  APB 

Present,  future 

The  319th  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ARW)  at  Grand  Porks  APB 
seeks  to  improve  its  understanding  of  the  potential 
environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  continuing 
base  development  process.  The  proposed  action  is  to 
implement  a  range  of  selected  projects,  such  as  demolition  of 
aging  facilities,  new  facility  construction,  facility  upgrades, 
facility  repair  and  renovation,  utilities  upgrades,  community 
living  upgrades,  infrastructure  improvements,  recreational 
upgrades,  natural  infrastructure  management,  and  strategic 
sustainability  performance  projects  that  would  be  among  those 
proposed  to  be  completed  or  implemented  during  the  next 

5  years  (from  Piscal  Year  2010  to  Piscal  Year  2014). 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety, 

Soils  and  Water,  Biological 
Resources,  Cultural  Resources, 
Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Hazardous  Materials  and 

Waste,  Socioeconomics, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children 

Einal  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure 
Beddown  and  Elight 
Operations  for  Remotely 
Piloted  Aircraft  at  Grand 

Eorks  AEB,  North  Dakota 
(USAE  2010c) 

Air  Mobility 
Command, 

Grand  Porks  APB 

Present,  future 

The  EIS  analyzes  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of 
a  proposal  to  beddown,  or  locate,  remotely  piloted  aircraft 
(RPA)  at  Grand  Porks  APB.  These  assets  would  train  in  SUA 
and  utilize  R-5401/Camp  Grafton  South,  North  Dakota.  To 
provide  adequate  training  airspace,  new  SUA  Restricted  Areas 
would  be  established. 

Noise,  Safety,  Land  Use, 
Hazardous  Materials  and 

Waste,  Socioeconomics 

Einal  Environmental 
Assessment,  Proposed 
Demolition  of  35  Buildings 
Within  the  Munitions 

Storage  Area  at  Grand  Porks 
APB,  North  Dakota  (Grand 
Porks  APB  2008c) 

Air  Mobility 
Command,  Air 

Porce  Civil  Engineer 
Center,  Grand  Porks 
APB 

Present,  future 

The  environmental  assessment  was  prepared  to  evaluate  the 
potential  impacts  of  demolishing  35  buildings  within  the 
munitions  storage  area  at  Grand  Porks  AFB  in  Grand  Forks 

County,  North  Dakota.  The  objective  of  the  proposed  action  is  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  funds  currently  being  spent  to  maintain  these 
vacant  and  unused  buildings,  and  remove  a  potential  asbestos  risk. 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety, 

Soils  and  Water,  Biological 
Resources,  Cultural  Resources, 
Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

Grand  Porks  APB,  North 
Dakota  General  Plan  (GP) 
(Grand  Porks  APB  2006a) 

Air  Mobility 
Command,  Grand 
Porks  APB 

Present,  future 

The  Grand  Forks  AFB  GP  guides  base  development  according  to 
a  plan  that  maximizes  economic,  physical,  and  human  resources 
and  fulfills  those  objectives  and  offers  guidelines  for  enhancing 
base  land  use,  transportation,  and  the  quality  of  life.  This  plan 
provides  decision  makers  and  technical  staff  with  the  best 
possible  guidelines  for  planning,  programming,  designing,  and 
constructing  base  facilities  to  achieve  a  well-planned  and  - 
constructed  base.  Conscientious  planning  ensures  efficient  use  of 
resources  and  promotes  mission  success. 

Soils  and  Water,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  W aste. 
Socioeconomics 
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Table  5-5.  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  and  Associated  Region  (Continued) 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

Military  Actions  (Continued) 

Final  Environmental 
Assessment,  Demolition  of 
Alpha  Ramp  at  Grand  Eorks 
AEB,  North  Dakota  (Grand 
Eorks  AEB  2006c) 

Air  Mobility 
Command,  U.S. 

Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  Grand 
Porks  APB 

Present,  future 

This  environmental  assessment  was  prepared  to  remove  the 
A-Ramp  facilities  and  infrastructure  that  are  no  longer  needed; 
to  remove  excess  buildings  and  utilities  that  represent  sources 
of  potential  contamination;  and  to  remove  excess  buildings  and 
facilities  (including  walls)  that  are  in  the  7:1  flight  envelope, 
clear  zone,  and  50: 1  approach-departure  clearance  zone  and 
require  flightline  waivers. 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety,  Soils 
and  Water,  Biological 

Resources,  Cultural  Resources, 
Land  Use,  Hazardous  Materials 
and  Waste 

Non-Military  Federal  Actions 

Proposed  Action  and  Air 

Eorce  Eorm  813  to  relocate 
CBP  personnel  and  aircraft 
from  Grand  Porks 

International  Airport  to  Grand 
Porks  APB  (Grand  Porks 

APB  2013d) 

Department  of 
Homeland  Security, 
Customs  and  Border 
Protection 

Puture 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Homeland  Security  Customs  and 

Border  Protection  (CBP)  has  submitted  a  basing  action  request 
to  relocate  2  aircraft  ( 1  fixed-wing/  1  rotary  wing)  and 
approximately  24  additional  personnel  from  Grand  Porks 
International  Airport  to  Grand  Porks  APB.  The  current  CBP 
tenant  mission  is  located  in  Building  541  and  includes 
approximately  32  personnel  and  use  of  the  MQ-9  Reaper  to 
patrol  the  northern  border. 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety, 
Infrastructure 

State  and  Local  Actions 

Center  to  Grand  Porks  345 
kV  Transmission  Line 

Project,  Minnkota  Power 
Cooperative,  Inc. 

(MPC  2013) 

Minnkota  Power 
Cooperative,  Inc. 

Present,  future 

Minnkota  Power  Cooperative,  Inc.  has  started  construction  on 
a  new  transmission  line  to  meet  long-term  load  growth  needs. 
The  Center  to  Grand  Porks  Project  helps  to  address  the  long¬ 
standing  need  to  improve  voltage  support  in  the  northern  Red 
River  Valley  region.  The  project  consists  of  approximately 

250  miles  of  new,  high-voltage  (345-kV)  alternating  current 
transmission  line  from  the  existing  Center  345-kV  substation  at 
the  Milton  R.  Young  Station  located  about  4.5  miles  southeast 
of  the  town  of  Center,  N.D.,  in  Oliver  County,  to  the  existing 
Prairie  substation  located  on  the  western  boundary  of  the  City 
of  Grand  Porks,  N.D.,  in  Grand  Porks  County. 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety,  Soils 
and  Water,  Biological 

Resources,  Cultural  Resources, 
Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste, 
Socioeconomics 
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Table  5-5.  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  and  Associated  Region  (Continued) 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

State  and  Local  Actions  (Continued) 

City  of  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota,  Year  2040  Land 

Use  Plan  (City  of  Grand 

Forks  2011) 

City  of  Grand  Porks, 
North  Dakota 

Present,  future 

The  Year  2040  Land  Use  Plan  is  an  update  to  previous  plans. 

The  plan  addresses  Grand  Forks’  jurisdictional  area  in  the  form 
of  specific  land  use  goals  and  policies.  The  goals  and  policies 
provide  the  framework  that  can  be  utilized  to  guide  the 
physical  growth  of  Grand  Porks  through  the  next  three  decades. 
Also  included  in  the  plan  is  a  map  depicting  the  physical 
growth  of  the  city  by  the  land  use  types  to  the  year  2040.  The 
entire  Year  2040  Land  Use  Plan  includes  six  sections:  Existing 
Community;  Existing  Land  Use;  Goals,  Objectives  and 

Policies;  Puture  Land  Use;  Urban  Design;  and  Land  Use  and 
the  Implementation  Program. 

Land  Use, 

Infrastructure,  Socioeconomics 

Grand  Forks -East  Grand 

Eorks,  2035  Long-Range 
Transportation  Plan 
(GEMPO  2007) 

Grand  Porks-East 
Grand  Porks 
Metropolitan 

Planning 

Organization 

Present,  future 

The  Long-Range  Transportation  Plan  is  a  long-range, 
multimodal  plan  that  provides  a  blueprint  to  address 
transportation  issues  and  needs  through  the  year  2035.  All 
major  transportation  modes  are  incorporated  into  the  plan, 
including  highways  and  streets,  public  transportation,  airports, 
freight  and  goods  movement,  and  bicycle  and  pedestrian 
transportation. 

Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Socioeconomics 

Grand  Porks -East  Grand 

Porks,  Transportation 
Improvement  Program, 

North  Dakota  Side,  Piscal 
Years  2013-2016 
(GEMPO  2013) 

Grand  Porks-East 
Grand  Porks 
Metropolitan 

Planning 

Organization 

Present,  future 

The  Pinal  North  Dakota  Side  Transportation  Improvement 
Program  (TIP)  for  the  Grand  Porks-East  Grand  Porks  area  lists 
the  significant  transportation  system  improvements  to  be 
implemented  during  the  next  4  years.  The  2013-2016  TIP  is 
submitted  under  the  Safe,  Accountable,  Plexible,  Efficient 
Transportation  Equity  Act:  A  Legacy  for  Users. 

Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Socioeconomics 

North  Dakota  Department  of 
Transportation  2012-2015 
State  Transportation 
Improvement  Program 
(NDDOT  2012) 

North  Dakota 
Department  of 
Transportation 

Present,  future 

The  2012-2015  State  Transportation  Improvement  Plan  is  a 
4-year,  fiscally  constrained  prioritized  program  of 
transportation  projects,  compiled  from  local  and  regional  plans, 
along  with  the  North  Dakota  Transportation  Plan.  These 
projects  have  been  identified  through  state,  regional,  and  local 
planning  processes  as  the  highest  priority  for  the  available 
funding  to  improve  the  state’s  transportation  network. 

Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Socioeconomics 

North  Dakota  State  Rail 

Plan,  Upper  Great  Plains 
Transportation  Institute, 

North  Dakota  Department  of 
Transportation 
(NDDOT  2007) 

Upper  Great  Plains 
Transportation 
Institute,  North 

Dakota  Department 
of  Transportation 

Present,  future 

This  document  is  an  update  of  the  North  Dakota  State  Rail  Plan 
that  was  published  in  1998.  It  provides  information  and 
guidance  for  state  and  local  officials,  rail  users,  and  others 
affected  by  railroad  transportation  and  serves  as  a  guide  for 
state  investments  in  eligible  rail  lines  and  related  projects. 

Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Socioeconomics 
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5.3.2  Cumulative  Effects 

This  section  evaluates  the  cumulative  effects  from  the  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
future  actions  (see  Table  5-5)  and  the  KC-46A  scenarios  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  Table  5-6 
provides  a  summary  of  the  cumulative  effects.  As  shown  in  Table  5-6,  air  quality,  safety,  soils 
and  water,  cultural  resources,  land  use,  hazardous  materials  and  waste,  and  environmental  justice 
and  protection  of  children  are  not  anticipated  to  contribute  to  cumulative  effects.  Cumulative 
effects  are  discussed  for  noise,  biological  resources,  infrastructure,  and  socioeconomics. 


Table  5-6.  Summary  of  Cumulative  Effects  for  Grand  Forks  AFB 


Resource  Area 

KC-46A 
MOB  1 
Scenario 

Past,  Present,  and 
Reasonably  Foreseeable 
Actions 

Cumulative  Effects 

Noise 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Air  Quality 

□ 

□ 

o 

Safety 

□ 

□ 

o 

Soils  and  Water 

□ 

□ 

o 

Biological  Resources 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Cultural  Resources 

o 

□ 

o 

Land  Use 

□ 

□ 

o 

Infrastructure 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Hazardous  Materials  and 

Waste 

□ 

□ 

o 

Socioeconomics 

o 

□ 

□ 

Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children 

o 

□ 

o 

Key:  o  -  not  affected  or  beneficial  impacts,  □  -  affected  but  not  significant,  short  to  medium  term,  impacts  that  range  from  low  to  high  intensity, 


•  -  significant  impacts,  that  are  high  in  intensity  or  are  long  term. 

5. 3. 2.1  Noise 

The  existing  noise  environment  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  includes  remotely  piloted  aircraft  (RPA) 
operations  (US AF  2010c).  The  addition  of  KC-46A  aircraft  to  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  not 
anticipated  to  result  in  significant  cumulative  noise  effects. 

Noise  impacts  associated  with  construction  and  other  actions  described  in  Table  5-5  would  be 
temporary  and  localized.  Although  these  actions  could  occur  in  the  same  timeframe  as  actions 
proposed  under  the  MOB  1  scenario,  cumulative  noise  effects  would  not  be  expected  to  be 
significant.  Other  military  actions  identified  in  Table  5-5  would  have  similar  contributions  to 
cumulative  noise  levels. 

5. 3.2.2  Biological  Resources 

There  is  the  potential  for  up  to  2  acres  of  wetlands  to  be  impacted  by  construction  activities 
associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario.  Section  404  and  401  permits  and  mitigation  could 
potentially  be  required  prior  to  construction.  There  is  the  potential  for  minor,  adverse,  cumulative 
effects  on  wetlands  with  other  proposed  actions  in  Table  5-5. 

•  Final  Environmental  Assessment  of  Installation  Development  at  Grand  Forks  Air  Force 
Base,  North  Dakota  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2010b)  -  This  action  includes  minor,  direct 
adverse  impacts  on  wetlands  from  the  proposed  projects  to  construct  base  civil 
engineering  pavements  and  maintenance  facility/snow  barn  and  to  construct  an  indoor 
small  arms  range.  However,  potential  cumulative  effects  on  wetlands  would  not  be 
considered  significant  and  would  be  reduced  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  through 
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project  design  and  implementation  of  environmental  protection  measures,  permits,  and 
coordination  with  the  appropriate  Federal  and  State  of  North  Dakota  natural  resource 
agencies. 

•  Final  Environmental  Assessment,  Proposed  Demolition  of  35  Buildings  within  the 
Munitions  Storage  Area  -  This  action  required  the  taking  of  1.3  acres  of  wetlands  that 
were  fully  mitigated  via  a  regional  wetland  bank  or  at  a  suitable  location  on  base. 

•  Final  Environmental  Assessment,  Demolition  of  Alpha  Ramp  -  This  action  required  the 
taking  of  3.9  acres  of  wetlands  that  were  fully  mitigated  via  a  regional  wetland  bank  or  at 
a  suitable  location  on  base. 

5.3.23  Infrastructure 

The  proposed  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  would  require  additional  facility  C&D  when  considered 
in  combination  with  the  existing  Grand  Forks  AFB  GP,  the  associated  impacts  identified  in  the 
Grand  Forks  IDEA,  and  the  other  infrastructure-type  NEPA  actions  at  Grand  Porks  APB  in 
Table  5-5.  The  projects  identified  in  the  Grand  Porks  APB  GP  and  the  other  proposed 
infrastructure  projects  include  new  construction,  infrastructure  improvements,  natural 
infrastructure  management,  strategic  sustainability  performance,  and  demolition  of  facilities 
(Grand  Porks  APB  2010b).  The  potential  for  cumulative  effects  associated  with  conflicts 
between  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  and  proposed  GP  projects  at  Grand  Porks  APB  can  be  off¬ 
set  by  coordinating  and  including  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  in  the  USAP  comprehensive 
planning  process  with  AMC.  Not  all  of  the  projects  proposed  in  the  GP  are  approved  or  funded, 
and  these  projects  would  not  be  completed  in  the  same  timeframe  as  the  projects  identified  for 
the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission. 

All  C&D  activities  generally  would  be  expected  to  result  in  short-term  job  creation  and  materials 
procurement.  These  types  of  short-term,  construction-related  benefits  would  occur  regardless  of 
project  location  and  are  not  constraints  to  base  development  or  contributions  to  significant 
cumulative  effects.  Sound  engineering  and  management  practices  would  minimize  the  potential 
for  cumulative  effects  during  and  following  construction.  Additional  impervious  surface  on  the 
base  from  the  proposed  Grand  Porks  APB  GP  and  other  infrastructure  projects  would  require 
appropriate  stormwater  system  improvements. 

Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  scenario  would  result  in  short-term,  impacts  during  the 
construction  phase  that  would  be  avoided  or  reduced  through  the  use  of  a  construction 
management  plan  for  vehicle  safety,  traffic,  and  circulation.  During  the  long-term  operational 
phase,  the  MOB  1  scenario  would  bring  4,526  additional  personnel  to  Grand  Porks  APB,  most  of 
whom  would  be  military  personnel  and  their  dependents.  Regional  access  roads  and  the  on-base 
road  network  have  adequate  capacity  to  absorb  the  additional  traffic  without  major  impacts  on 
traffic  flow,  circulation,  or  level  of  service  for  the  proposed  personnel  increase.  These  short-term 
and  long-term  impacts  would  therefore  not  significantly  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts. 

5. 3.2.4  Socioeconomics 

Any  present  or  future  actions  that  would  involve  an  in-  or  out-migration  of  people  to  the  area 
would  create  a  cumulative  impact  on  housing,  economic  activity  (in  the  form  of  construction, 
employment,  and  earnings),  educational  facilities  and  staffing,  and  public  and  base  services. 
Construction  activities  typically  provide  a  beneficial  economic  impact  on  the  area  but  are 
short-term  for  the  duration  of  the  project.  However,  many  short-term  projects  occurring 
throughout  the  years  provide  a  cumulative  beneficial  economic  impact  over  the  long-term. 
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Strategies  to  minimize  cumulative  effects  on  socioeconomics  could  include  implementation  of 
comprehensive  plans,  capital  improvement  plans,  transportation  plans,  and  other  plans  and 
coordination  efforts  that  guide  future  development  activities  (some  of  which  are  included  in 
Table  5-5). 


5.3.3  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 

The  irreversible  environmental  changes  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  that  would 
result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  be 
similar  in  nature  and  have  similar  characteristics  to  those  identified  for  Altus  AFB  in 
Section  5.1.3. 
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5.4  McConnell  air  force  base  (ftu  or  mob  i)  cumulative 

EFFECTS  AND  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT 
OF  RESOURCES 

5.4.1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

This  section  provides  decision  makers  with  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  FTU  or 
MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB,  as  well  as  the  incremental  contribution  of  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  actions. 

Table  5-7  summarizes  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  within  the  region  that 
could  interact  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB. 
The  table  briefly  describes  each  identified  action,  presents  the  proponent  or  jurisdiction  of  the 
action  and  the  timeframe  (e.g.,  past,  present/ongoing,  future),  and  indicates  which  resources 
potentially  interact  with  the  KC-46A  scenarios  at  McConnell  AFB.  No  other  actions  were 
identified  during  the  data  gathering  and  field  survey  phases  at  McConnell  AFB  for  this  EIS. 

Past  activities  are  those  actions  that  occurred  within  the  geographic  scope  of  cumulative  effects 
that  have  shaped  the  current  environmental  conditions  of  the  project  area.  Military  operations  at 
Wichita  Municipal  Airport,  which  became  McConnell  AFB,  began  in  the  early  1940s; 
McConnell  AFB  became  a  permanent  military  base  in  1953. 
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Table  5-7.  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  McConnell  AFB  and  Associated  Region 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

Military  Actions 

Proposed  Action  and 

AF  813  Form  to 

Demolish 

Building  1110  and 
repair  HVAC  in 

Buildings  1112  and 

1166  (McConnell 

AFB  2013d) 

Air  Mobility 

Command, 

McConnell 

AEB 

Present,  Euture 

This  AE  813  Eorm  recommended  a  Categorical  Exclusion  (CATEX)  for  the 
demolition  of  Building  1110.  This  CATEX  was  based  on  a  determination 
that  according  to  32  CER  Part  989  Appendix  B,  exclusion  A2.3.11  states 
that  “actions  similar  to  other  actions  which  have  been  determined  to  have  an 
insignificant  impact  in  a  similar  setting  as  established  in  an  EIS  or  EA 
resulting  in  a  EONSI.”  This  determination  was  based  on  the  IDEA 
conducted  in  May  2007  examining  the  demolition  of  almost  30  buildings, 
which  resulted  in  a  Einding  of  No  Significant  Impact.  This  demolition  and 
heating,  ventilation,  and  air  conditioning  (HVAC)  repair  projects  were 
determined  to  be  similar  and  less  likely  to  result  in  an  environmental 
impact;  therefore,  a  CATEX  was  signed. 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety, 

Soils  and  Water,  Cultural 
Resources,  Land  Use, 

Hazardous  Materials  and 

Waste 

Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Main 
Operating  Base  2 
(MOB  2)  for  the 

Beddown  of  the 

KC-46A  Tanker 

Aircraft 
(ANG  2013) 

National  Guard 
Bureau,  Air 
National  Guard 

Present,  Euture 

This  EIS  is  evaluating  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  various 
alternatives  of  bedding  down  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft,  associated 
infrastructure,  and  personnel  in  support  of  the  MOB  2  at  existing  Air 
National  Guard  (ANG)  bases  within  the  continental  United  States 
(CONUS).  The  MOB  2  would  consist  of  one  squadron  of  12  KC-46A 
aircraft.  The  KC-46A  would  continue  supporting  the  mission  of  providing 
worldwide  refueling,  cargo,  and  aeromedical  evacuation  support.  The 
proposed  basing  alternatives  for  MOB  2  include: 

•  190  ARW,  Eorbes  Eield,  Kansas 

•  108  Wing,  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst,  New  Jersey 

•  157  ARW,  Pease  AGS,  New  Hampshire 

•  171  ARW,  Pittsburgh  AGS,  Pennsylvania 

•  121  ARW,  Rickenbacker  AGS,  Ohio 

The  specific  focus  of  this  reasonably  foreseeable  action  is  the  190  ARW  at 
Eorbes  Eield,  which  coincides  with  both  the  ETU  and  MOB  1  scenarios 
proposed  for  McConnell  AEB.  KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  ETU 
scenario  would  also  utilize  Eorbes  Eield  for  training  exercises.  (See 

Section  2.4.4.2.4,  Auxiliary  Airfields). 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety, 

Soils  and  Water,  Biological 
Resources,  Cultural 

Resources,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  Waste, 
Socioeconomics, 

Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children 
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Table  5-7.  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  at  McConnell  AFB  and  Associated  Region  (Continued) 


Action 

Proponent/ 

Location 

Timeframe 

Description 

Resource 

Interaction 

Military  Actions  (Continued) 

Installation 

Development  Plan, 
McConnell  AFB 
(McConnell 

AFB  2011a) 

Air  Mobility 

Command, 

McConnell 

APB 

Present,  future 

The  McConnell  AFB  Installation  Development  Plan  (IDP)  has  been  developed 
to  provide  a  strategy  for  the  continued  physical  development  of  McConnell 

AFB  in  support  of  the  base’s  current  air  refueling  mission  and  prospective 
additional  missions.  The  IDP  provides  a  vision  for  future  development  of  the 
base  and  considers  creative  solutions,  as  well  as  forthcoming  challenges.  It  is  a 
stand-alone  document  prepared  to  respond  to  the  USAF’s  commitment  to 
planning  for  future  and  sustainable  development  and  protecting  the 
environment. 

Soils  and  Water,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  W aste. 
Socioeconomics 

Final  Environmental 
Assessment  of 

Installation 

Development  at 

McConnell  AEB 
(USAE  2012e) 

Air  Mobility 
Command, 
McConnell  APB 

Present,  future 

McConnell  AFB  seeks  to  improve  its  understanding  of  the  potential 
environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  continuing  base  development 
process.  The  proposed  action  is  to  implement  a  range  of  selected  projects,  such 
as  demolition  of  aging  facilities,  new  facihty  construction,  facility  upgrades, 
facility  repair  and  renovation,  utilities  upgrades,  community  living  upgrades, 
infrastructure  improvements,  recreational  upgrades,  natural  infrastructure 
management,  and  strategic  sustainability  performance  projects  that  would  be 
among  those  proposed  to  be  completed  or  implemented  during  the  next  5  years 
(from  Fiscal  Year  2012  to  Fiscal  Year  2017). 

Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety, 

Soils  and  Water,  Biological 
Resources,  Cultural 

Resources,  Land  Use, 
Infrastructure,  Transportation, 
Hazardous  Materials  and 

Waste,  Socioeconomics, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children 

State  and  Local  Actions 

McConnell  AEB  Joint 

Land  Use  Study  (JLUS) 
(McConnell  AEB  2005) 

Cities  of  Derby 
and  Wichita  and 
Sedgwick 
County,  Kansas 

Present,  future 

The  JLUS  is  a  collaborative  land  use  planning  effort  involving  a  mihtary  base 
and  adjacent  local  governments.  The  study  evaluates  the  planning  rationale 
necessary  to  support  and  encourage  compatible  land  use  development 
surrounding  the  base.  Its  purpose  is  to  provide  support  to  sustain  and  provide 
flexibility  to  military  missions  on  the  base  while  guiding  the  long-term  land 
use  needs  of  the  neighboring  counties  and  communities. 

Noise,  Land  Use, 

Infrastructure, 

Socioeconomics 

City  of  Wichita,  Kansas 
Capital  Improvement  Plan, 
2011-2020  (City  of 

Wichita  2009) 

City  of  Wichita, 
Kansas 

Present,  future 

The  Capital  Improvement  Program  budget  document  provides  an  overall 
10-year  plan  for  capital  assets,  as  well  as  a  10-year  plan  to  finance  those 
projects.  Summary  information  includes  estimated  expenditures,  revenues, 
debt  service,  and  total  debt. 

Land  Use,  Infrastructure, 
Socioeconomics 

Wichita  Transportation 
Improvement  Program 
(WAMPO  2012) 

Wichita  Area 
Metropolitan 
Planning 
Organization 

Present,  future 

The  Transportation  Improvement  Program  is  a  short-range  program  that 
identifies  transportation  projects  to  be  implemented  in  the  Wichita  Area 
Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  region  from  2012-2016.  All  projects  in 
this  region  that  use  Pederal  transportation  funds  and/or  have  regional 
significance  are  required  to  be  included  in  the  Transportation  Improvement 

Plan. 

Land  Use  and  Recreation, 
Infrastructure, 

Socioeconomics 
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5.4.2  Cumulative  Effects 

This  section  evaluates  the  cumulative  effects  from  the  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
future  actions  (see  Table  5-7)  and  the  KC-46A  scenarios  at  McConnell  AFB.  Table  5-8  provides 
a  summary  of  the  cumulative  effects.  As  shown  in  Table  5-8,  air  quality,  soils  and  water,  safety, 
biological  resources,  hazardous  materials  and  waste,  and  environmental  justice  and  protection  of 
children  are  not  anticipated  to  contribute  to  cumulative  effects. 


Table  5-8.  Summary  of  Cumulative  Effects  for  McConnell  AFB 


Resource  Area 

KC-46A 

FTU 

Scenario 

KC-46A 

MOB  1 
Scenario" 

Past,  Present,  and 
Reasonably 
Foreseeable  Actions 

Cumulative  Effects 

Noise 

□ 

o 

□ 

□ 

Air  Quality 

□ 

□ 

□ 

o 

Safety 

□ 

□ 

□ 

o 

Soils  and  Water 

□ 

□ 

□ 

o 

Biological  Resources 

o 

o 

□ 

o 

Cultural  Resources 

o 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Land  Use 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Infrastructure 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Hazardous  Materials  and 
Waste 

□ 

□ 

□ 

o 

Socioeconomics 

o 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Environmental  Justice  and 
the  Protection  of  Children 

□ 

□ 

□ 

o 

"  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  is  considered  under  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Key:  o  -  not  affected  or  beneficial  impacts,  a  -  affected  but  not  significant,  short  to  medium  term,  impacts  that  range  from  low  to  high  intensity. 


•  -  significant  impacts,  that  are  high  in  intensity  or  are  long  term. 

5. 4.2.1  Noise 

The  existing  noise  environment  at  McConnell  AFB  includes  KC-135  operations.  Implementation  of 
the  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  is  not  anticipated  to  result  in  significant 
cumulative  noise  effects. 

C&D  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  locations,  in  combination  with  C&D 
activities  proposed  as  part  of  the  McConnell  AFB  IDP,  are  expected  to  result  only  in  short-term 
intermittent  increases  in  noise  levels  during  that  phase  of  work  (USAF  2012e).  These  noise 
impacts  would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  significant  noise  impacts  when  taken  in  conjunction 
with  actions  taken  as  part  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario. 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  is  preparing  a  separate  EIS  that  will  support  an  independent  decision 
to  beddown  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at  a  second  MOB  (MOB  2).  One  of  the  locations  being 
considered  for  the  MOB  2  is  Forbes  Field  (FOE),  Kansas.  This  action  is  separate  and 
independent  from  the  ETU  and  MOB  1  actions  that  will  result  from  this  Einal  EIS;  however,  this 
action  is  considered  in  cumulative  effects  as  addressed  in  Table  5-7. 

Under  the  ETU  scenario,  the  active-duty  ETU  would  conduct  approximately  977  airfield 
operations  per  year  at  EOE.  In  the  context  of  the  24,742  airfield  operations  currently  ongoing  at 
EOE,  this  addition  would  be  expected  to  result  in  an  increase  in  day-night  average  sound  level 
(DNE)  of  less  than  0.2  decibels  (dB)  (see  Volume  II,  Appendix  B,  Section  B.I.3.2).  If  the  Air 
National  Guard  (ANG)  were  to  beddown  MOB  2  at  EOE,  noise  from  the  ETU  scenario  aircraft 
operations  would  be  additive  to  noise  generated  by  MOB  2.  KC-46A  noise  is  similar  in  type  and 
intensity  to  the  aircraft  currently  operating  at  EOE.  In  this  context,  KC-46A  ETU  scenario 
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auxiliary  field  operations  would  comprise  a  small  fraction  of  overall  operations.  Noise  impacts  of 
the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  operations  would  not  be  expected  to  contribute  to  significant 
cumulative  noise  effects  at  FOE. 

5.4. 2.2  Cultural  Resources 

None  of  the  buildings  proposed  to  support  the  FTU  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  are  considered 
eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP,  and  therefore  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  effects.  Three 
buildings  associated  with  the  MOB  1  scenario  are  considered  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP: 
1 106,  1 107  and  1218.  Demolition  of  Building  1 106  would  result  in  an  adverse  impact. 

The  McConnell  AFB  IDP  environmental  assessment,  as  described  in  Table  5-7,  evaluated  the 
proposed  action  to  determine  potential  impacts  to  archeological  sites,  historic  facilities  or 
districts,  and  traditional  cultural  properties.  The  projects  identified  in  the  environmental 
assessment  would  not  result  in  adverse  impacts  and  therefore  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative 
cultural  resource  impacts  in  combination  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenarios. 

While  there  are  no  known  future  actions  that  have  the  potential  to  contribute  to  cumulative 
cultural  resource  impacts  at  McConnell  AFB,  past  actions  (such  as  the  mitigated  demolition  of 
historical  structures)  have  resulted  in  minor,  adverse  cultural  impacts.  These  actions  taken  with 
the  current  impacts  relating  to  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  scenario  have  a  potential  to  cause  minor 
cumulative  effects  to  cultural  resources.  McConnell  AFB  and  the  Kansas  SHPO  have  signed  a 
MOA  agreeing  to  measures  that  mitigate  the  adverse  effect  on  historic  properties  that  would 
result  from  selection  of  McConnell  AFB  for  the  MOB  1  scenario.  This  MOA  would  also 
minimize  potential  cumulative  effects. 

5.4.2. 3  Land  Use 

Implementation  of  various  plans  and  projects  listed  in  Table  5-7,  in  conjunction  with  the 
KC-46A  scenarios,  would  result  in  compatible  development  within  the  base.  Aircraft  operations 
would  continue  to  affect  incompatible  development  that  currently  occurs  within  APZ  I  and 
APZ II,  resulting  in  a  contribution  to  cumulative  land  use  impacts.  Coordination  between 
McConnell  AFB  and  the  Cities  of  Derby  and  Wichita  would  continue  to  reinforce  the  goals  and 
strategies  outlined  in  the  AICUZ  report  with  the  objective  to  minimize  the  potential  cumulative 
effects  of  future  development. 

The  Cities  of  Derby  and  Wichita  and  Sedgwick  County,  in  cooperation  with  McConnell  AFB, 
would  also  continue  to  pursue  recommendations  presented  in  the  2005  JLUS  report.  The  JLUS 
identified  several  planning  areas  within  which  increased  coordination  and  communication  among 
stakeholders  and  increased  levels  of  land  use  compatibility  guidance  were  recommended.  For 
example,  the  JLUS  recommended  managing  growth  in  CZ  and  APZ  areas  through  zoning 
requirements,  instituting  noise  level  reduction  measures  in  local  building  codes,  and  acquiring 
land  within  APZ  safety  areas  to  minimize  future  land  use  conflicts  (USAF  2012e). 

5.4. 2.4  Infrastructure 

The  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  would  require  additional  facility  C&D  when  considered  in 
combination  with  the  McConnell  AFB  IDP  and  the  associated  impacts  identified  in 
the  IDEA.  The  ETU  scenario  would  require  the  construction  of  new  facilities, 
renovation/alteration/additions  to  existing  facilities,  and  demolition  of  facilities  (see  Table  2-15). 
The  MOB  1  scenario  would  require  more  construction  activity  (see  Table  2-18)  and  therefore  has 
a  greater  potential  to  contribute  to  cumulative  effects. 
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The  IDP  includes  projects  for  new  construction,  infrastructure  improvements,  natural 
infrastructure  management,  strategic  sustainability  performance  (e.g.,  solar  plant),  and 
demolition  of  facilities  (USAF  2012e).  The  potential  for  cumulative  effects  associated  with 
conflicts  between  either  of  the  KC-46A  scenarios  and  the  proposed  IDP  projects  at 
McConnell  AFB  can  be  off-set  by  coordinating  and  including  the  KC-46A  scenario  in  the  USAF 
comprehensive  planning  process  with  AMC.  Not  all  of  the  projects  proposed  in  the  IDP  are 
approved  or  funded  yet,  and  these  projects  would  not  be  completed  in  the  same  timeframe  as  the 
projects  identified  for  either  of  the  KC-46A  scenarios. 

All  C&D  activities  generally  would  be  expected  to  result  in  short-term  job  creation  and  materials 
procurement.  These  types  of  short-term,  construction-related  benefits  would  occur  regardless  of 
project  location  and  are  not  constraints  to  base  development  or  contributions  to  significant 
cumulative  effects.  Sound  engineering  and  management  practices  would  minimize  the  potential 
for  cumulative  effects  during  and  following  construction.  Additional  impervious  surface  on  the 
base  from  the  proposed  IDP  projects  would  require  installation  of  appropriate  stormwater  system 
improvements. 

5.4.2. 5  Socioeconomics 

Any  present  or  future  actions  that  would  involve  an  in-  or  out-migration  of  people  to  the  area 
would  create  a  cumulative  impact  on  housing,  economic  activity  (in  the  form  of  construction, 
employment,  and  earnings),  educational  facilities  and  staffing,  and  public  and  base  services. 
Construction  activities  typically  provide  a  beneficial  economic  impact  on  the  area  but  are  short¬ 
term  for  the  duration  of  the  project.  However,  many  short-term  projects  occurring  throughout  the 
years  provide  a  cumulative  beneficial  economic  impact  over  the  long-term. 

In  January  2012,  Boeing  announced  that  it  will  close  its  Wichita  facilities  by  the  end  of  2013 
(USAF  2012e).  Boeing’s  expansive  facilities  abut  McConnell  AFB,  and  any  future  uses  of  those 
facilities  are  not  known  at  this  time. 

Strategies  to  minimize  cumulative  effects  to  socioeconomics  could  include  implementation  of 
comprehensive  plans,  capital  improvement  plans,  transportation  plans,  and  other  plans  and 
coordination  efforts  that  guide  future  development  activities,  including  coordination  with  the 
base. 

5.4.3  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 

The  irreversible  environmental  changes  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  that  would 
result  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  would 
be  similar  in  nature  and  have  similar  characteristics  to  those  identified  for  Altus  AFB  in 
Section  5.1.3. 
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6.0  DRAFT  EIS  COMMENT  SUMMARY 

This  chapter  contains  comments  received  from  tribes;  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies;  the 
public;  and  others  during  the  public  review  period  for  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS).  The  45-day  Draft  EIS  public  review  process  began  on  25  October  2013  with  the 
publication  of  the  Notice  of  Availability  (NOA)  of  the  Draft  EIS  in  the  Federal  Register.  The 
public  review  period  ended  on  9  December  2013. 

The  U.S.  Air  Eorce  (USAE)  reviewed  the  comments  and  they  were  incorporated,  as  appropriate, 
into  this  Einal  EIS.  The  USAE  encouraged  public  participation  during  the  public  hearings; 
through  notifications  via  direct  mailings,  newspaper  advertisements,  and  press  releases;  and  via 
the  project  website. 

6.1  COMMENT  RECEIPT 

All  Draft  EIS  comments,  including  both  written  correspondence  and  oral  testimony,  were 
assigned  unique  comment  numbers.  These  numbers  were  assigned  by  base  and  are  listed  in 
numerical  order  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A.7.3.  The  comment  numbers  are  organized 
using  the  alpha-numeric  system  shown  in  Table  6-1.  A  number  was  assigned  to  every  comment 
received.  The  first  character  of  the  comment  number  is  the  first  letter  of  the  Air  Eorce  Base 
(AEB)  applicable  to  the  comment.  If  the  comment  applied  to  multiple  bases,  the  comment  was 
duplicated  for  each  applicable  base.  The  second  set  of  characters  in  the  numbering  system  is  the 
running  number  of  each  comment.  The  third  set  of  characters  denotes  that  the  comment  applies 
to  the  Draft  EIS,  with  the  letter  “W”  used  to  denote  comments  submitted  via  the  website.  The 
last  letter  of  the  numbering  system  denotes  if  the  commenter  was  an  agency,  organization, 
individual  or  tribe.  All  of  the  comments  are  included  in  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Section  A.7.3 
(on  the  CD-ROM  attached  to  the  back  cover  of  this  Einal  EIS). 


Table  6-1.  Draft  EIS  Comment  Numbering  System  Legend 


1.  By  Base 

2.  Comment  Number 

3.  Version  of  EIS 

4.  Commenter" 

A 

Altus 

001 

D 

Draft  EIS 

A 

Agency 

F 

Fairchild 

002 

DW 

Draft  EIS  website 

comment 

O 

Organization 

G 

Grand  Forks 

003...  etc 

I 

Individual 

M 

McConnell 

T 

Tribe 

“  Comments  received  from  elected  officials  were  recorded  as  Agency  comments. 


Two  examples  of  how  the  comment  numbers  were  assigned  are  shown  below. 

Examples: 

E_003_D_A  =  Eairchild  AEB,  comment  #3,  Draft  EIS  comment  from  an  agency. 

M_027_D_I  =  McConnell  AEB,  comment  #27,  Draft  EIS  comment  from  an  individual. 

6.2  COMMENT  REVIEW 

In  accordance  with  40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CER)  1503.4,  the  USAE  carefully 
considered  all  comments  submitted.  As  discussed  in  Section  1.5.2,  only  substantive  comments 
were  responded  to  in  the  preparation  of  this  Einal  EIS. 
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6.3  GOVERNMENT  RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 

6.3.1  Locating  Comments 

A  directory  of  commenters  (Table  6-2)  begins  on  page  6-3.  As  noted  on  the  public  displays,  sign- 
in  sheets,  and  comment  sheets  at  the  public  hearings,  providing  names  during  the  public  review 
process  meant  that  each  commenter  understood  that  his/her  name  and  comment  would  be  made  a 
part  of  the  public  record  for  this  EIS.  Table  6-2  provides  an  alphabetical  listing  of  commenters 
organized  first  by  the  name  of  the  organization  (or  “Private  Citizen”),  then  by  last  name, 
followed  by  the  unique  number  assigned  to  each  comment  submittal. 

6.3.2  Locating  Responses  to  Comments 

The  USAF  responses  to  substantive  comments  are  contained  in  Table  6-3.  Responses  were 
assigned  a  unique  response  number  based  on  the  original  comment  number  as  described  above. 
If,  for  example,  your  comment  submittal  was  A_001_DW_A,  then  the  USAF  response  will  be 
numbered  A_001_DW_A-R1.  If  the  comment  submittal  covered  more  than  one  resource  area, 
the  comment  and  response  specific  to  each  resource  area  were  separated  in  the  table  and  the 
responses  were  assigned  an  additional  number  at  the  end  (e.g.,  A_001_DW_A-R2, 
A_001_DW_A-R3,  etc.). 

Public  and  agency  involvement  is  an  important  part  of  the  NEPA  process,  and  all  comments  are 
taken  into  consideration  by  the  USAF  during  its  decision-making  process.  Many  of  the 
comments  express  the  views  and  opinions  of  the  commenters.  Such  comments  do  not  require  a 
specific  USAF  response,  but  are  included  as  part  of  the  public  input. 

The  USAF  appreciates  submission  of  all  comments.  The  fact  that  a  change  in  the  proposed  actions 
or  the  EIS  analysis  did  not  occur  as  a  result  of  a  comment  does  not  reduce  the  value  of  the 
comment  or  an  individual’s  participation  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process  (EIAP). 
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Table  6-2,  Directory  of  Commenters 


Organization  (Private  Citizen,  etc.) 

Commenter  Name 

Comment  Number 

3rd  County  Commission  District  in 
Sedgwick  County 

Peterjohn,  Karl 

M_047_D_A 

Airway  Heights  Washington 

Rushing,  Pat 

F_003_D_A 

City  of  Derby 

Sexton,  Kathy 

M_048_D_A 

City  of  Valley  Center 

McNown,  Michael 

M_040_D_A 

City  of  Wichita  Airport  Authority 

White,  Victor 

M_057_D_A 

District  of  Kansas  Senate 

Eaust-Goudeau,  Oletha 

M_044_D_A 

Div.  of  Environmental,  Safety  and  Cultural 
Resource  Management 

Davis,  Jeffrey 

G_004_D_A 

Environmental  Resources  and  Household 
Hazardous  Waste  Eacility 

Erlenwein,  Susan 

M_052_D_O 

Grand  Eorks  American  Legion  Post  #6 

Greene,  Robert  E 

G_002_D_O 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Roberts,  Dennis  E. 

G_005_D_A 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Roberts,  Dennis  E. 

M_070_D_A 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Roberts,  Dennis  E. 

A_008_D_A 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Roberts,  Dennis  E. 

F_017_D_A 

Greater  Spokane  Incorporated  (GSI) 

Jarrard,  Sandra 

F_008_D_O 

Kansas  Council  on  Economic  Education 

Graham,  Jim 

M_001_DW_O 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives 

Bridges,  Carolyn  L 

M_013_D_A 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives 

Flickner,  Ryan 

M_041_D_A 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives 

Howell,  Jim 

M_045_D_A 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives 

Porter,  Toni 

M_043_D_A 

North  Dakota  State  Water  Commission 

Weispfenning,  Linda 

G_006_D_A 

North  Dakota  Dept,  of  Health 

Glatt,  L.  David 

G_003_D_A 

Office  of  Eederal  Activities 

Bromm,  Susan 

A_009_D_A 

Oklahoma  State  Senate 

Schulz,  Mike 

A_005_D_A 

Private  Citizen 

Alexander,  Diana 

M_027_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Alexander,  Diana 

M_058_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Blumkin,  David 

G_001_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Collingwood,  K.  Renee 

A_001_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Darnell,  Mitch 

A_002_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Duhnke,  Todd 

M_036_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Duncan,  Jimmye 

M_063_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Dye,  Dennis 

M_001_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Eckles,  Jim  and  Margie 

M_066_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Ferraro,  Claudio 

M_026_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Gunther,  Maurice  Clark 

M_032_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Hadley,  Rich 

F_011_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Hall,  Connie 

A_003_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Hitchcock,  David 

M_060_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Howell,  Jim 

M_020_D_A 

Private  Citizen 

Jones,  Dave 

F_007_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Jones,  Margaret 

F_006_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Lesher,  Keith 

M_007_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Leverett,  Joe 

A_004_D_O 

Private  Citizen 

Lyon,  Vaughn 

M_039_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Lyon,  Vaughn 

M_035_DW_I 

Private  Citizen 

McClain,  Cathy 

M_050_D_I 
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Table  6-2.  Directory  of  Commenters  (Continued) 


Organization  (Private  Citizen,  etc.) 

Commenter  Name 

Comment  Number 

Private  Citizen 

McCue,  Ellen  L 

M_006_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

McCune,  John 

M_028_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

McDaniel,  Brian 

M_062_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

McDaniel,  Brian  M 

M_033_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

McDevitt,  Jim 

F_010_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Nestelroad,  Bill 

M_008_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Nestelroad,  William 

M_005_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Neunherz,  Andrew 

F_012_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

None  provided 

M_017_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Pachankis,  Johanne 

M_004_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Pawleski,  Charles  E. 

M_030_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Peterson,  James 

M_038_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Pulley,  Jack 

M_025_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Pulley,  Jack 

M_055_D_O 

Private  Citizen 

Roberts,  John 

M_002_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Roberts,  John 

M_021_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Roberts,  John  &  Audrey 

M_022_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Rupp,  Teresa 

M_003_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Russell,  L. 

M_064_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Sargent,  Bruce 

M_034_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Sargent,  Charlotte 

M_031_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Sawdy,  Richard  E. 

F_002_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Scruggs,  Bonnie 

M_018_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Shifflett,  Dana 

M_009_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Skeleton,  Leon 

M_059_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Spino,  Pat 

F_009_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Stephen,  Ron 

M_029_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Thompson,  Willard 

M_071_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Thwong,  Kevin 

F_013_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Wolf,  Ronald  L. 

M_023_D_I 

Private  Citizen 

Wynne,  William 

M_010_D_I 

Sedgwick  County 

Schlegel,  John 

M_053_D_A 

Sedgwick  County  Commissioners 

Skelton,  Jim 

M_012_D_A 

Sedgwick  County  Government 

Skelton,  Jim 

M_046_D_A 

Spokane  City  Council 

McDaniel,  Adam 

F_004_D_A 

Spokane  City  Council 

Stuckart,  Ben 

F_001_D_A 

Spokane  Tribe 

Peone,  Rudy 

F_015_D_T 

Spokane  Tribe 

Wheat,  Scott 

F_005_D_T 

State  of  Kansas 

Brownback,  Sam 

M_073_D_A 

Tanker  Force  and  the  Joint  Military 
Committee 

Roberts,  Wayne 

M_056_D_O 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Maytubby,  Bruce 

A_006_D_A 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Maytubby,  Bruce 

M_065_D_A 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Spencer,  Stephen 

A_007_D_A 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Bromm,  Susan 

F_018_D_A 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Bromm,  Susan 

G_007_D_A 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Bromm,  Susan 

M_072_D_A 

Final 


6-4 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  6-2.  Directory  of  Commenters  (Continued) 


Organization  (Private  Citizen,  etc.) 

Commenter  Name 

Comment  Number 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Huelskamp,  Tim 

M_016_D_A 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Huelskamp,  Tim 

M_069_D_A 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Jenkins,  Lynn 

M_015_D_A 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Jenkins,  Lynn 

M_068_D_A 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

McMorris  Rodgers,  Cathy 

F_016_D_A 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Yoder,  Kevin 

M_014_D_A 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Yoder,  Kevin 

M_037_D_A 

U.S.  Senate 

Roberts,  Pat 

M_067_D_A 

U.S.  Senator  Jerry  Moran 

Zamrzla,  Mike 

M_042_D_A 

Via  Christi  St.  Joseph  Hospital 

Ferraro,  Claudio 

M_054_D_O 

Washington  State  Dept,  of  Archaeology  and 
Historic  Preservation 

Holter,  Russell 

F_014_D_A 

Wichita  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower 

Carpenter,  Kurt 

M_051_D_A 

Wichita  Airport  Authority 

White,  Victor 

M_019_D_A 

Wichita  Independent  Business  Association 

Witsman,  Tim 

M_061_D_O 

Wichita  Independent  Business  Association 

Witsman,  Tim 

M_024_D_O 

Wichita  Metro  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Gann,  Debbie 

M_049_D_O 

Wichita  Metro  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Plummer,  Gary 

M_011_D_O 
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Table  6-3,  USAF  Responses  to  Substantive  Comments 


Comment  No. 

Comment 

Comment  Response 

A_002_D_I-R3 

I  also  think  the  time  and  cost  of  these  studies  are  a  waste  of  American  tax  dollars.  When  a  new  modern  aircraft  is 
introduced  and  it  has  less  impact  of  the  previous  aircrafts  which  has  already  had  an  EIS,  it's  not  necessary  for  another 
study.  Number  one  if  one  makes  the  DOD  mad,  Altus  could  lose  the  Air  Force  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  As  outlined  in  the  Draft  EIS, 
the  KC-46A  does  have  different  environmental  impacts 
than  aircraft  previously  studied  and  the  areas  around  the 
bases  proposed  for  the  beddowns  have  changed,  thus 
altering  impacts.  The  USAF  closely  scrutinizes  proposals  to 
ensure  that  it  conducts  only  the  environmental  studies 
required  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 
Given  the  potential  for  significant  socioeconomic  impacts, 
the  Air  Force  conducted  the  EIS  for  this  proposal. 

F_003_D_A-R2 

The  other  thing  I  would  like  to  say  is  that  there  are  tornadoes  in  Wichita,  Kansas,  and  in  Oklahoma,  and  we  don't  have  that 
here.  We  have  pretty  nice  weather.  So  you  might  build  some  nice  buildings  down  there  and  save  a  lot  of  money,  but  if  you 
come  to  Spokane,  you  will  actually  save  a  lot  of  that  money.  We  have  buildings  that  are  just  now  falling  apart  that  were 
built  back  during  World  War  II. 

As  a  part  of  the  Strategic  Basing  Process  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force  considered  both  the  quantifiable  data  included  in 
the  basing  criteria  (See  Section  2.2.1  of  the  Draft  EIS)  as 
well  as  intangible  factors,  including  weather  impacts,  in  the 
application  of  military  judgment.  Thank  you  for  your 
comment  and  participation  in  the  environmental  impact 
analysis  process. 

F_005_D_T-R2 

We,  too,  participated  in  the  development  of  the  JLUS  policies,  and  as  with  other  local  jurisdictions,  the  tribe  has  adopted 
and  implemented  the  JLUS  that  will  apply  to  all  development  within  that  145  acre  piece.  That  is  one  of  the  things  that  we 
noted  in  our  review  of  the  EIS  that  we  certainly  wanted  to  include,  and  we  will  supplement  or  include  in  our  written 
testimony,  which  we  will  submit  by  the  deadline,  the  tribe's  copy  of  its  JLUS  ordinance.  And  we  would  appreciate  if  the 
EIS  could  be  supplemented  to  reflect  the  tribe,  as  a  local  government,  has  also  enacted  land  use  regulations  consistent 
with  JLUS  policies  and  recommendations. 

The  USAF  recognizes  the  tribe  as  a  sovereign  government 
with  land  use  regulation  consistent  with  the  JLUS.  Section 
3.2.7  and  Table  5-3  of  the  EIS  have  been  supplemented  to 
reflect  these  land  use  regulations. 

F_005_D_T-R3 

Finally,  I'm  sure  my  three  minutes  is  coming  up  quick,  also  in  our  review  of  the  EIS,  and  we  wanted  to  comment 
tonight,  it's  very  appropriate  that,  as  I  identified  the  tribe  as  the  resident  tribe  to  be  contacted  to  ensure  that  any 
cultural  resources  are  appropriately  cataloged  and  protected  pursuant  to  relevant  federal  law,  NEPA,  etc. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  USAF  and  Fairchild  AFB 
will  continue  to  coordinate  with  the  Spokane  Tribe  and  other 
affiliated  tribes  throughout  the  EIS  process  for  this  project 
and  in  other  projects  to  ensure  the  protection  of  cultural 
resources. 

F_007_D_I-R1 

Dave  Jones,  J-o-n-e-s.  I  am  a  retired  colonel  base  commander  at  Fairchild.  I  would  like  to  mention  just  a  couple  of  quick 
things.  I  won't  take  long.  One,  and  which  was  not  discussed  here,  there's  no  mnway  requirements.  We  have  a  brand  new 
runway.  We  have  excellent  taxiways.  They've  been  fixed,  too.  All  of  which  were  not  so  good  40  years  ago,  but  they're  all 
very  good  now.  Yes,  we  have  an  old  hangar.  It  was  built  way  back  when  this  was  the  primary  experimental  base  for  SAC 
when  they  conducted  their  annual  bomb  comp,  and  constantly,  we  had  to  refuel  up  to  100  aircraft  simultaneously.  As  a 
result,  we  have  the  largest  gasoline  supply  system  in  the  Air  Force  here  at  Fairchild.  So  I  think  a  lot  of  things  weren't 
considered.  The  other  thing  is  I  know  all  the  other  bases.  And  the  Tornado  Alley  has  hit  Altus  and  it's  McConnell  in  the 
past.  It  just  hit  Illinois,  which  it  almost  never  hits.  The  thing  is,  and  at  one  time  when  I  was  around,  it  hit  Sheppard,  which 
they  said.  Oh,  it  will  never  hit  Sheppard.  We  didn't  even  have  an  alarm  for  it,  and  it  came  through  and  cleaned  out  the 
whole  warehouse.  The  thing  is,  tornadoes  are  disastrous  to  aircraft  as  we've  seen  just  recently.  I  think  that  alone  makes  it 
questionable,  that  decision.  The  one  up  north  is  not  a  very  good  place  to  put  this  kind  of  business.  I  can  understand  why 
they  chose  McConnell  to  a  certain  extent  because  it's  in  the  center  of  the  country,  but  our  primary  mission  today,  right  this 
moment,  in  the  long  range  is  going  to  be  in  the  Pacific.  That's  why  its  base  was  here,  was  to  supply  the  Pacific.  We  have 
traffic  continuous  out  of  here.  However,  with  the  tanker  today,  you  can  go  all  around  the  world,  so  you  can  put  the  tanker 
anywhere.  You  can  put  it  in  New  York  City  if  you  wanted  to,  but  I  don't  advise  it.  Thank  you 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  As  described  in  Section  2.2.1 
of  the  Draft  EIS,  the  USAF  strategic  basing  process  used 
several  operational  and  other  criteria  to  identify  candidate 
and  alternative  bases  for  the  MOB  1  and  FTU  missions. 

These  basing  criteria  included  mnway  length  and  mnway 
bearing  capacity  among  other  criteria.  Fairchild  AFB  met  the 
criteria  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  EIS  was  selected  as  an 
alternative  base  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  The  EIS  process  is 
focused  on  evaluating  each  alternative  to  inform  the 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  on  potential  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  each  base.  The  USAF  considers 
public  comments  in  making  decisions.  We  appreciate  your 
participation  in  the  environmental  impact  analysis  process. 
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F_015_D_T-R3 

FAFB:  Land  Use  Compatibility:  The  Tribe  also  enjoys  modem  connections  to  the  vicinity  of  FAFB.  In  2001,  the 
United  States  took  legal  ownership  of  the  "West  Plains  Property"  in  tmst  for  the  Tribe.  The  West  Plains  Property  is 
located  approximately  two  miles  from  FAFB,  northwest  of  the  intersection  of  Craig  Road  and  U.S.  Highway  2.  The 
Tribe  exercises  governmental  jurisdiction  over  this  145-acre  "tmst"  parcel  consistent  with  federal  law.  Since  2007, 
the  Tribe  has  operated  its  "SPOKO"  retail  fuel  and  convenience  store  on  this  145-acre  parcel.  To  further  its  goal  of 
achieving  self-sufficiency,  the  Tribe  is  planning  a  mixed-use  development  (referred  to  herein  as  the  "Project"  or  the 
"Spokane  Tribe  Economic  Project"  or  "STEP")  on  the  West  Plains  Property.  On  Febmary  24,  2006  the  Tribe 
submitted  a  request  to  the  BIA  Northwest  Regional  Office  requesting  the  Secretary  to  engage  in  a  Two-Part 
Determination  pursuant  to  Section  20  of  the  Indian  Gaming  Regulatory  Act  ("IGRA")  (25  U.S.C.  2719)  that  would 
allow  the  Tribe  to  conduct  Class  II  and  Class  III  Gaming  on  the  Project  Site.  See  STOI  Resolution  No.  2006-171 
dated  Febmary  2,  2006.  Because  the  project  site  is  near  FAFB,  the  Tribe  reached  out  early  to  Base  Command  to 
ensure  that  STEP  will  not  adversely  affect  FAAFB  Operations.  Those  efforts  included  the  Tribe's  participation  in  a 
Joint  Land  Use  Study  ("JLUS")  commissioned  by  the  Spokane  County  Board  of  County  commissioners  and  funded 
by  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  Department  of  Defense  defines  a  JLUS  as  an  "Analytical  planning  study  of 
civilian  development  patterns  and  land  use  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military  installation  that  result  in 
recommendations  for  instituting  compatible  civilian  land  use  activities  and  development  patterns  that  protect  and 
preserve  the  utility  and  the  operational  effectiveness  of  military  installations."  Spokane  County  prepared  the  JLUS 
in  collaborating  with  FAFB,  Spokane  International  Airport,  local  jurisdictions,  and  representatives  from  the 

Spokane  Tribe  and  Kalispell  Tribe.  The  Tribe  enacted  the  West  Plains  Development  Code  (attached),  in  order  to 
implement  JLUS  recommendations  on  the  West  Plains  Property.  Consistent  with  the  JLUS  recommendations,  the 
West  Plains  Development  code  imposes  restrictions  and  requirements  for  STEP,  including  building  heights,  density, 
sound  attenuation,  wildlife  attractants,  light  and  glare.  The  West  Plains  Development  Code  also  incorporates 
mitigation  requirements  set  forth  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  for  STEP  by  the  Bureau  of 

Indian  Affairs  pursuant  to  Department  of  Interior  regulations  set  forth  at  25  CFR  Part  292  ("STEP  EIS").  As  stated 
in  the  Final  STEP  EIS,  at  the  invitation  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  ("BIA"),  the  USAF  participated  in  the 

NEPA  process  as  a  cooperating  agency.  The  BIA  thoroughly  considered  USAF  official  comments,  provided  on  the 
Draft  STEP  EIS  and  the  Preliminary  Final  STEP  EIS,  and  in  many  instances  changes  were  made  to  the  Final  STEP 
EIS  as  a  result  of  USAF  comments.  BIA  representatives  coordinated  directly  with  USAF  representatives  to  ensure 
that  any  concerns  raised  in  the  comments  were  satisfactorily  addressed.  Importantly,  the  Tribe's  West  Plains 
Development  code  also  incorporates  mitigation  measures  recommended  within  the  Final  STEP  EIS  to  ensure  that 
the  construction  and  operation  of  STEP  is  consistent  with  FAFB  operations.  The  DEIS  mentions  that  the  City  of 
Airway  Heights,  the  City  of  Spokane,  the  City  of  Medical  Lake,  and  Spokane  have  implemented  JLUS 
recommendations  through  the  enactment  of  land  use  regulations.  The  Tribe  respectfully  requests  that  the  Final  EIS 
for  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  Beddown  similarly  mention  the  Tribe's 
implementation  of  JLUS  recommendations  through  the  enactment  of  the  Tribe  West  Plains  Development  Code. 

The  USAF  appreciates  the  current  and  past 
coordination  efforts  with  the  Spokane  Tribe  and  the 
involvement  of  the  Spokane  Tribe  in  the 
environmental  impact  analysis  process  for  this  project. 
The  USAF  recognizes  the  Tribes  participation  in  the 
JLUS  process  and  Section  3.2.7  and  Table  5-3  of  the 
EIS  have  been  updated  to  reflect  the  Spokane  Tribes 
implementation  of  the  JLUS  regulations. 

G_002_D_0-R2 

Please  note  the  noise  contour  you  are  using  for  Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND  is  out  of  date  since  the  Alert  Aircraft  Parking 
Area  (AAPA)  is  no  longer  attached  to  the  runway.  In  addition,  this  area  is  scheduled  to  be  converted  into  an 
industrial  park  to  support  the  Remotely  Piloted  Aircraft  (RPA)  mission. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  noise  contours  and 
other  noise  results  for  Grand  Forks  AFB  have  been 
updated  and  are  included  in  the  Grand  Forks  AFB 

Noise  sections  of  Chapters  3  and  4  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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G_003_D_A-R1 

This  department  believes  that  environmental  impacts  from  the  proposed  construction  will  be  minor  and  can  be 
controlled  by  proper  construction  methods. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  USAF  appreciates 
your  input  into  the  environmental  impact  analysis 
process.  The  conclusions  of  the  EIS  are  consistent 
with  this  comment. 

G_003_D_A-R2 

All  necessary  measures  must  be  taken  to  minimize  fugitive  dust  emissions  created  during  construction  activities.  Any 
complaints  that  may  arise  are  to  be  dealt  with  in  an  efficient  and  effective  manner.  We  believe  the  proposed  activities 
are  consistent  with  the  State  Implementation  Plan  for  the  Control  of  Air  Pollution  for  the  State  of  North  Dakota. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Fugitive  dust  emissions 
are  addressed  in  the  air  quality  section  for  each  base  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

G_003_D_A-R3 

Care  is  to  be  taken  during  construction  activity  near  any  water  of  the  state  to  minimize  adverse  effects  on  a  water  body. 
This  includes  minimal  disturbance  of  stream  beds  and  banks  to  prevent  excess  siltation,  and  the  replacement  and 
revegetation  of  any  disturbed  area  as  soon  as  possible  after  work  has  been  completed.  Caution  must  also  be  taken  to 
prevent  spills  of  oil  and  grease  that  may  reach  the  receiving  water  from  equipment  maintenance,  and/or  the  handling  of 
fuels  on  the  site.  Guidelines  for  minimizing  degradation  to  waterways  during  construction  are  attached.  3.  Projects 
disturbing  one  or  more  acres  are  required  to  have  a  permit  to  discharge  storm  water  runoff  until  the  site  is  stabilized  by 
the  reestablishment  of  vegetation  or  other  permanent  cover.  Further  information  on  the  storm  water  permit  may  be 
obtained  from  the  Department's  website  or  by  calling  the  Division  of  Water  Quality  (701-328-5210).  The  facility  is 
currently  covered  by  the  NDPDES  industrial  storm  water  permit.  The  department  recommends  reviewing  whether  storm 
water  quality  improvements  can  be  incorporated  as  part  of  any  development  or  redevelopment  project.  Check  with  local 
officials  to  be  sure  any  local  storm  water  management  considerations  are  addressed.  The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
may  require  a  water  quality  certification  from  this  department  for  the  project  if  the  project  is  subject  to  their  Section  404 
permitting  process.  Any  additional  information  which  may  be  required  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  under  the 
process  will  be  considered  by  this  department  in  our  determination  regarding  the  issuance  of  such  a  certification.  If  you 
have  any  questions  regarding  our  comments  please  feel  free  to  contact  this  office.  Construction  and  Environmental 
Disturbance  Requirements:  These  represent  the  minimum  requirements  of  the  North  Dakota  Department  of  Health.  They 
ensure  that  minimal  environmental  degradation  occurs  as  a  result  of  constmction  or  related  work  which  has  the  potential 
to  affect  the  waters  of  the  State  of  North  Dakota.  All  projects  will  be  designed  and  implemented  to  restrict  the  losses  or 
disturbances  of  soil,  vegetative  cover,  and  pollutants  (chemical  or  biological)  from  a  site.  Soils  Prevent  the  erosion  of 
exposed  soil  surfaces  and  trapping  sediments  being  transported.  Examples  include,  but  are  not  restricted  to,  sediment 
dams  or  berms,  diversion  dikes,  hay  bales  as  erosion  checks,  riprap,  mesh  or  burlap  blankets  to  hold  soil  during 
construction,  and  immediately  establishing  vegetative  cover  on  disturbed  areas  after  construction  is  completed.  Eragile 
and  sensitive  areas  such  as  wetlands,  riparian  zones,  delicate  flora,  or  land  resources  will  be  protected  against 
compaction,  vegetation  loss,  and  unnecessary  damage.  Surface  Waters  All  construction  which  directly  or  indirectly 
impacts  aquatic  systems  will  be  managed  to  minimize  impacts.  All  attempts  will  be  make  to  prevent  the  contamination 
of  water  at  construction  sites  from  fuel  spillage,  lubricants,  and  chemicals,  by  following  safe  storage  and  handling 
procedures.  Stream  bank  and  stream  bed  disturbances  will  be  controlled  to  minimize  and/or  prevent  silt  movement, 
nutrient  upsurges,  plant  dislocation,  and  any  physical,  chemical,  or  biological  disruption.  The  use  of  pesticides  or 
herbicides  in  or  near  these  systems  is  forbidden  without  approval  from  this  Department.  Fill  Material  Any  fill  material 
placed  below  the  high  water  mark  must  be  free  of  top  soils,  decomposable  materials,  and  persistent  synthetic  organic 
compounds  (in  toxic  concentrations).  This  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  asphalt,  tires,  treated  lumber,  and  constmction 
debris.  The  Department  may  require  testing  of  fill  materials.  All  temporary  fills  must  be  removed.  Debris  and  solid 
wastes  will  be  removed  from  the  site  and  the  impacted  areas  restored  as  nearly  as  possible  to  the  original  condition. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  USAF  is 
committed  to  compliance  with  permits,  stormwater 
requirements  and  certifications.  Should  Grand  Forks 
AFB  be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A  MOB  1,  the 
USAF  will  comply  with  relevant  state  and  Federal 
stormwater  regulations  prior  to  development. 
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G_003_D_A-R4 

All  necessary  measures  must  be  taken  to  minimize  the  disturbance  of  any  asbestos -containing  material  and  to 
prevent  any  asbestos  fiber  release  episodes.  Any  facility  that  is  to  be  renovated  or  demolished  must  be  inspected 
for  asbestos.  Notification  of  the  Department's  Division  of  Air  Quality  (701-328-5188)  is  required  before  any 
demolition.  Removal  of  any  friable  asbestos  containing  material  must  be  accomplished  in  accordance  with  section 
33-15-13-02  of  the  North  Dakota  air  pollution  control  rules.  Many  buildings  constructed  prior  to  1978  have 
interior  and  exterior  surfaces  coated  with  lead-based  paint.  The  Office  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
(HUD),  as  well  as  other  Federal  Housing  Authorities,  have  implemented  requirements  for  reducing  exposure  to 
lead  from  lead-based  paint.  If  the  building  receives  Federal  funding,  these  materials  must  be  handled  according  to 
their  requirements  which  may  include  the  use  of  properly  trained  individuals  for  removal  and  disposal.  If  the 
building  does  not  receive  Federal  funding,  the  lead-based  paint  should  be  properly  handled  to  reduce  to  prevent 
exposing  workers  and  building  occupants  to  lead.  The  department  owns  no  land  in  or  adjacent  to  the  proposed 
improvements,  nor  does  it  have  any  projects  scheduled  in  the  area. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Asbestos,  lead-based 
paint  and  other  toxic  substances  associated  with 
building  demolition  are  described  in  the  hazardous 
materials  and  waste  sections  for  each  base  in  Chapter 
4  of  the  Draft  EIS.  The  USAE  is  committed  to  the 
safe  renovation  and  demolition  of  facilities. 
Demolitions  and  renovations  will  be  conducted  in 
compliance  with  all  relevant  state  and  Federal 
regulations. 

G_003_D_A-R5 

Noise  from  construction  activities  may  have  adverse  effects  on  persons  who  live  near  the  construction  area.  Noise 
levels  can  be  minimized  by  ensuring  that  construction  equipment  is  equipped  with  a  recommended  muffler  in  good 
working  order.  Noise  effects  can  also  be  minimized  by  ensuring  that  construction  activities  are  not  conducted 
during  early  morning  or  late  evening  hours. 

The  noise  sections  for  each  base  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
Final  EIS  will  be  modified  to  discuss  the  potential 
adverse  impacts  of  construction  noise. 

G_006_D_A-R1 

The  following  comments  are  submitted  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  involving  the  KC-46 
Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1  Beddown:  Page  2-61,  Paragraph  5,  Line  3: 
The  North  Dakota  state  agency  responsible  for  certification  of  Section  401  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  is  the  North 
Dakota  Department  of  Health  and  NOT  the  North  Dakota  State  Water  Commission  as  stated.  If  wetlands  with  a 
watershed  great  than  80  acres  are  drained  or  filled,  a  permit  is  required  from  the  North  Dakota  State  Engineer. 

Page  4-75,  Paragraph  1,  Line  5:  The  North  Dakota  state  agency  responsible  for  certification  of  Section  401  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  is  the  North  Dakota  Department  of  Health  and  NOT  the  North  Dakota  State  Water  Commission 
as  stated.  If  wetlands  with  a  watershed  greater  than  80  acres  are  drained  or  filled,  a  permit  is  required  from  the 
North  Dakota  State  Engineer. 

Text  in  Sections  2.8  and  4. 3. 5.4  of  the  Final  EIS  was 
revised  to  indicate  that  the  North  Dakota  Department 
of  Health  is  responsible  for  Section  401  certification. 
Text  was  also  revised  to  indicate  wetland  impacts 
with  a  watershed  greater  than  80  acres  require  a 
permit  from  the  North  Dakota  State  Engineer. 

M_027_D_I-R1 

My  concerns  are  based  on  the  crash  of  a  KC-135  tanker  crash  that  released  30,000  gallons  of  jet  fuel.  Flight  plan 
concerns  me  because  the  crash  occurred  at  21st  and  Platt.  Maintenance  logs  indicated  problems  with  autopilot. 

They  also  indicated  that  the  landing  gear  was  installed  backwards.  This  information  was  in  Mayday  in  Wichita  by 
DW  Carter.  I  want  to  say  that  McConnell  had  kept  high  standards  in  maintenance.  I  hope  Boeing  will  cooperate 
with  fix  any  defects  in  the  tankers.  I  hope  that  there  is  an  emergency  plan  in  place  if  a  tragedy  such  as  the  one  in 
1965  again  occurs. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Flight  safety  and 
mishap  prevention  are  of  utmost  importance  to  the 
USAF  in  all  flight  planning  and  operations.  The 
USAF  goes  to  the  greatest  lengths  possible  to 
minimize  the  risk  to  the  public,  USAF  personnel,  and 
operations.  The  USAF  implements  stringent  flight 
safety  procedures  and  practices  to  protect  all 
concerned  during  flight  operations.  Flight  and 
ground  safety  are  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIS  Safety 
sections.  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Draft  EIS  indicates  that 
emergency  response  plans  currently  in  place  for  the 
KC-135  aircraft  would  be  updated  to  include 
procedures  and  response  actions  specific  to  the  new 
KC-46A  aircraft. 
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Table  6-3.  USAF  Responses  to  Substantive  Comments  (Continued) 


Comment  No. 

Comment 

Comment  Response 

M_027_D_I-R2 

My  concerns  are  based  on  the  crash  of  a  KC-135  tanker  crash  that  released  30,000  gallons  of  jet  fuel.  I  hope  that 
there  is  an  emergency  plan  in  place  if  a  tragedy  such  as  the  one  in  1965  again  occurs. 

As  described  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Draft  EIS,  the 
USAF  maintains  emergency  response  plans  for 
aircraft  mishaps.  This  includes  mishaps  that  could 
result  in  fuel  spills.  As  part  of  the  aircraft  transition, 
the  USAF  will  update  base  emergency  response 
plans  to  include  the  KC-46A  aircraft. 

M_038_D_I-R1 

A  few  weeks  ago  it  was  published  that  all  of  the  Boeing  Property  next  to  McConnell  is  for  sale.  Why  wouldn't  it 
make  sense  for  the  government  A/F  to  purchase  or  lease  all  of  the  real-estate,  B-52  hanger,  B-47  hanger,  re¬ 
process  building,  electronics  building  and  A.F.  one  hanger  plus  much  more  and  cut  down  one  building  all  new 
hangers  for  the  C-46A  Tankers.  Those  hangers  will  hold  several  tankers  each,  1  know,  1  seen  it  and  spoke  to  a 
gentleman  by  phone  yesterday  at  McConnell.  Thousands  of  large  air  planes  have  taxied  from  the  Boeing  flight 
line,  where  there  are,  blast  fences,  to  McConnell  for  take-off  and  landings  and  taxi  back.  I  hate  to  see  any  of  our 
military  cut  back  but  perhaps  what  I've  suggested  could  save  some  money  and  be  an  asset  to  the  A/F. 

Thank  you  for  your  suggestions.  The  Boeing 
property  was  not  evaluated  as  a  potential  location  for 
the  KC-46A  beddown.  The  Strategic  Basing  Process 
as  described  in  Section  2.2. 1  of  the  Draft  EIS  looked 
at  existing  Air  Force  bases  that  could  support  the 
mission.  The  acquisition  of  additional  property  was 
not  considered  a  viable  option  due  to  the  time  and 
expense  required  to  purchase  or  lease  new  lands. 

M_058_D_I-R2 

Also  part  of  the  reason  why  I  am  here  is  because  of  the  tragedy  that  happened  in  1965  on  21st  and  Piatt.  My 
parents  lived  at  21st  and  Grove  and  in  listening  to  the  other  speakers  and  watching  their  presentation,  I  do  think 
that  McConnell  would  be  the  best  place  for  it  because  they  seem  to  be  —  their  safety  record  is  quite  good  with  the 
KC-135s.  There  hasn't  been  a  repeat  of  what  happened  that  day.  And  also  I  was  looking  at  the  specs  on  the  KC-46 
and  if  it  can  survive  a  nuclear  attack.  I'm  thinking  that  it's  probably  a  bit  more  at  the  very  least  crashworthy  than 
the  KC-135.  And  I  also  feel  that  another  thing  that  should  be  considered  is  the  —  I  would  hope  that  even  though 
Boeing  has  left  our  fair  city  that  the  close  relationship  between  McConnell  and  Boeing  will  continue  and  that  they 
will  be  able  to  put  in  input  on  the  KC-46A.  And  in  closing,  another  thing  that  I  am  concerned  about  is  if  there's 
any  emergency  plans  that  might  be  put  into  place  or  any  sort  of  disaster  training  scenarios  that  could  be  put  into 
place  to  avoid  —  if  a  tragedy  like  that  would  happen  again,  God  forbid,  we  don't  want  that  and  I'm  thinking  —  and, 
like  I  said,  I  was  looking  at  the  specs  of  the  KC-46  and  I  don't  think  that's  likely,  but  we  do  need  to  make 
preparations  for  and  plans  for  disasters  whether  they  occur  or  not. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Flight  safety  and 
mishap  prevention  are  of  utmost  importance  to  the 
USAF  in  all  flight  planning  and  operations.  The 
USAF  goes  to  the  greatest  lengths  possible  to 
minimize  the  risk  to  the  public,  USAF  personnel,  and 
operations.  The  USAF  implements  stringent  flight 
safety  procedures  and  practices  to  minimize  such 
incidents.  Right  and  ground  safety  are  addressed  in 
the  Draft  EIS  Safety  sections.  Section  4.4.3  of  the 
Draft  EIS  indicates  that  the  existing  emergency 
response  plans  currently  in  place  for  the  KC-135 
aircraft  would  be  updated  to  include  procedures  and 
response  actions  specific  to  the  new  KC-46A 
aircraft. 
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United  Facilities  Criteria 

UFC  3-101-01,  Architecture 
UFC  3-230-03,  Water  Treatment 

United  States  Code 

42  U.S.C.  7401  et  seq..  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970. 
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LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


Government  Agency  Development  Team 

Name/Title 

Role 

Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center 

Environmental  Planning  Eunction  (EPE)/Lead  EIS 
Development 

Air  Mobility  Command 

Proponent 

Air  Education  and  Training  Command 

Proponent 

Contractor  Development  Team 

Name/Title 

Project  Role 

Subject  Area 

Qualifications 

Jay  Austin 

Noise  Analyst 

M.S.  Environmental  Science 

B.A.  Biology 

Section  Author 

Noise 

12  years 
environmental 
science 

Matthew  Bange,  PE 

Environmental  Engineer 

B.S.  Biological  Engineering 

Section  Author 

Infrastructure 

11  years 
environmental 
science 

Alysia  Baumann 

NEPA  Specialist/Planner 

B.S.  Chemical  Engineer 

Section  Author 

Air  Quality 

11  years 
environmental 
science 

Tim  Biggs,  PG 

Geologist 

M.S.  Geology 

B.S.  Geology 

Section  Author 

Hazardous  Materials  and 
Waste 

21  years 
environmental 
science 

Quentina  Borgic 

Environmental  Scientist 

B.A.  Anthropology  and 

Geography 

Section  Author 

Cultural  Resources 

6  years 

environmental 

science 

Sarah  Bresnan 

Conservation  Ecologist 

B.S.  Plant  Biology, 

Environmental  Science  and 

Ecology 

Section  Author 

Biological  Resources 

7  years 

environmental 

science 

Anthony  Caselton 

GIS  Analyst 

M.S.  Eorestry/Resource 
Management 

B.S.  Eorestry/Resource 
Management 

Eigures 

GIS 

12  years 
environmental 
science;  GIS  applications 

Rick  Combs 

Biologist 

M.S.  Biology 

B.S.  Biology 

Section  Author 

Biological  Resources 

1 1  years 
environmental 
science 

Chris  Crabtree 

Air  Quality  Meteorologist 

B.A.  Environmental  Studies 

Section  Author 

Air  Quality 

25  years 
environmental 
science 

Tom  Danes,  PMP 

Biologist 

M.S.  Natural  Resources 

B.S.  Biology 

Project  Manager, 
Editor 

Biological  Resources 

23  years 

environmental  science 

Mike  Deacon 

Environmental  Scientist 

B.S.  Environmental  Studies 

B.S.  Environmental  Health 

Section  Author 

Transportation 

23  years 
environmental 
science 
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Contractor  Development  Team 

Name/Title 

Name/Title 

Name/Title 

Name/Title 

Daniel  Dehn 

Environmental  Analyst 

M.A.  English  Literature 

B.S.  Earth  and  Planetary  Sciences 

Section  Author 

Transportation 

7  years 

environmental 

science 

Denise  DeLancey 

Electronic  Publishing  Specialist 
B.A.  English/Communications 

Production 

Document  Production 

13  years 

document  production 

Dave  Dischner,  CHMM 

Senior  Environmental  Analyst 

B.A.  Urban  Affairs 

QA/QC  and 
Section  Author 

QA/QC,  Safety  and  Land 
Use 

37  years 

environmental  science 

Clifton  Dunn,  AICP 

Military  Planner 

B.S.  Biology 

Section  Author 

Infrastructure;  Land  Use 
and  Recreation 

35  years 

military  and  environmental 
planning 

Bridget  Ellis 

Land  Use  Planner 

Bachelors  of  Landscape 
Architecture 

Section  Author 

Land  Use  and  Recreation 

8  years  military  and 
environmental 
planning 

Anthony  Finley 

Electronic  Publishing  Specialist 
B.A.  English 

Production 

Document  Production 

5  years 

Susan  Goodan 

Environmental  Planner 

M.  Architecture 

B.A.  Ethics/ Archaeology 

Section  Author 

Land  Use  and  Recreation; 
Environmental  Justice 

25  years 
environmental 
planning 

Heather  Gordon 

GIS  Specialist 

M.S.  Geography 

B.A.  Environmental  Studies 

Eigures 

GIS 

16  years  environmental 
science;  GIS  applications 

Aaron  Greene 

Environmental  Analyst 

M.S.  Environmental  Science 

B.S.  Environmental  Science 

Eigures 

GIS 

8  years  environmental 
science;  GIS  applications 

Lorraine  Gross 

Archaeologist 

M.A.  Anthropology 

B.A.  Anthropology 

Section  Author 

Cultural  Resources 

28  years 
environmental 
science 

Nathan  Gross,  CHMM 
Environmental  Scientist 

B.S.  Wildlife  and  Eisheries 
Management 

Section  Author 

Hazardous  Materials  and 
Waste,  Project  Support 

13  years 
environmental 
science 

James  Groton 

Environmental  Scientist 

M.S.  Eorestry 

B.S.  Natural  Resources 

Section  Author 

Biological  Resources 

33  years 
environmental 
science 

Pamela  Lawson 

Production 

Document  Production 

25  years 

document  production 

Lou  Maslyk 

Environmental  Planner 

M.A.  Urban  and  Regional 

Planning 

B.A.  Urban  Studies 

Section  Author 

Infrastructure;  Cumulative 
Impacts 

31  years 

military  and  environmental 
planning 
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Contractor  Development  Team 

Name/Title 

Name/Title 

Name/Title 

Name/Title 

Pamela  McCarty 

Economist 

M.S.  Industrial  and  Systems 
Engineering 

M.A.  Applied 
Economics/Economics 

B.S.  Business 
Administration/Economics 

Section  Author 

Socioeconomics; 
Environmental  Justice 

7  years 

environmental 

science 

Karrie  Page 

GIS  Analyst 

M.S.  Geography 

B.S.  Geography 

Graphics  and 
Eigures 

GIS 

8  years 

GIS  applications 

Julie  Reitinger 

Sr.  Environmental  Scientist 

M.S.  Biological  Sciences 

B.S.  Biological  Sciences 

Section  Author 

Socioeconomics 

20  years 
environmental 
science 

Brad  Rock 

NEPA  Analyst 

B.A.  Biology 

Section  Author 

Safety 

37  years 
environmental 
science 

Alison  Smith 

Technical  Editor 

B.A.  English 

Editor 

Editor 

5  years 

technical  editing 

Heather  Stepp 

Environmental  Scientist 

B.S.  Environmental  Engineering 
Technology 

Section  Author 

Soil  and  Water  Resources 

16  years 
environmental 
science 

Brian  Tutterow 

Environmental  Scientist 

B.S.  Biology 

Section  Author 

Soil  and  Water  Resources 

15  years 
environmental 
science 

Chris  Wildt 

Environmental  Analyst 

B.S.  Anthropology 

Section  Author 

Cultural  Resources 

20  years 
environmental 
science 

Christy  Williams 

Environmental  Analyst/Planner 
M.S.  Environmental  Studies 

B.S.  Environmental  Science 

Section  Author 

Noise 

2  years 

environmental 

science 
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LIST  OF  REPOSITORIES 

ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  (AEB)  REPOSITORIES 

•  Altus  AEB  Base  Eibrary,  109  E  Avenue,  Bldg.  65,  Altus  AEB,  OK  73523 

•  Altus  Public  Eibrary,  421  N.  Hudson  Street,  Altus,  OK  73521 

•  Eawton  Public  Eibrary,  1 10  SW  4th  Street,  Eawton,  OK  73501 

AETUS  AEB  AUXIEIARY  AIREIEED  REPOSITORIES 

Rick  Husband  Amarillo  International  Airport  (AMA) 

•  Amarillo  Public  Eibrary,  413  Southeast  4th  Avenue,  Amarillo,  TX  79101 

Clinton  Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  (CSM) 

•  Western  Plains  Eibrary  System,  501  S.  28th  Street,  Clinton,  OK  73601 

Eubbock  Preston  Smith  International  Airport  (EBB) 

•  Mahon  Public  Eibrary,  1306  9th  Street,  Eubbock,  TX  79401 

Eort  Worth  Alliance  Airport  (AEW) 

•  Summerglen  Eibrary,  4205  Basswood  Boulevard,  Eort  Worth,  TX  76137 
EAIRCHIED  AEB  REPOSITORIES 

•  Eairchild  AEB  Eibrary,  2  W.  Castle  Street,  Eairchild  AEB,  WA  9901 1 

•  Spokane  Public  Eibrary,  906  West  Main  Avenue,  Spokane,  WA  99201 

GRAND  EORKS  AEB  REPOSITORIES 

•  Grand  Eorks  AEB  Eibrary,  511  Holzapple  Street,  Grand  Eorks  AEB,  ND  58205 

•  Grand  Eorks  Public  Eibrary,  21 10  Eibrary  Circle,  Grand  Eorks,  ND  58201 

McCONNEEE  AEB  REPOSITORIES 

•  McConnell  AEB  Eibrary,  53476  Wichita  Street,  Bldg.  412,  McConnell  AEB,  KS  67221 

•  Central  Eibrary,  223  S.  Main,  Wichita,  KS  67202 

McCONNEEE  AEB  AUXIEIARY  AIREIEED  REPOSITORIES 

Clinton  Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  (CSM) 

•  Western  Plains  Eibrary  System,  501  S.  28th  Street,  Clinton,  OK  73601 

Eorbes  Eield  (EOE) 

•  Topeka  &  Shawnee  County  Public  Eibrary,  1515  Southwest  10th  Avenue,  Topeka,  KS 
66605 

Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport  (ICT) 

•  Central  Eibrary,  223  S.  Main,  Wichita,  KS  67202 
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NEPA  DISCLOSURE  STATEMENT  FOR  THE 
KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNT  (FTU)  AND  FIRST  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE 
(MOB  I)  BEDDOWN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (EIS) 

The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  Regulations  at  Title  40  of  the  Code  of  Eederal 
Regulations  (CER)  Section  1506.5(c),  which  have  been  adopted  by  the  U.S.  Air  Eorce  (32  CER 
989),  require  contractors  and  subcontractors  who  will  prepare  an  environmental  impact  statement 
to  execute  a  disclosure  specifying  that  they  have  no  financial  or  other  interest  in  the  outcome  of 
the  project. 

"Einancial  or  other  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the  project"  is  defined  as  any  direct  financial 
benefit  such  as  a  promise  of  future  construction  or  design  work  in  the  project,  as  well  as  indirect 
financial  benefits  the  contractor  is  aware  of. 

In  accordance  with  these  requirements,  the  offeror  and  any  proposed  subcontractors  hereby 
certify  as  follows,  to  the  best  of  their  actual  knowledge  as  of  the  date  set  forth  below: 

(a)  X  Offeror  and  any  proposed  subcontractors  have  no  financial  or  other  interest  in 

the  outcome  of  the  project. 

(b)  _  Offeror  and  any  proposed  subcontractor  have  the  following  financial  or  other 

interest  in  the  outcome  of  the  project  and  hereby  agree  to  divest  themselves  of 
such  interest  prior  to  award  of  this  contract,  or  agree  to  the  attached  plan  to 
mitigate,  neutralize  or  avoid  any  such  conflict  of  interest. 

Einancial  or  Other  Interests: 


None  -  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge  and  belief 


Certified  by: 


Signature 

PATRICIA  E.  GARCEA 

Name 


SR.  CONTRACTS  REPRESENTATIVE 

Title 


Eeidos,  Inc. 

Company 


Eebruary  13,  2014 
Date 
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GLOSSARY 

Above  Ground  Level  (AGL):  Altitude  expressed  in  feet  measured  above  the  ground  surface. 

Accident  Potential  Zone  (APZ):  An  area  near  a  runway  that  is  based  on  historical  military 
accident  and  operations  data  and  the  application  of  a  margin  of  a  safety  that  represents  those 
areas  where  an  accident  is  most  likely  to  occur.  APZs  are  normally  3,000  feet  wide  and  extend 
up  to  15,000  feet  from  the  end  of  the  runway. 

Asbestos-containing  Material  (ACM):  any  material  containing  more  than  1  percent  asbestos. 

Air  Force  Instruction  (AFI):  Instructions  implementing  U.S.  laws  and  regulations,  and 
providing  policy  for  USAF  personnel  and  activities. 

Air  Combat  Command  (ACC):  The  U.S.  Air  Force  Command  that  operates  combat  aircraft 
assigned  to  bases  within  the  contiguous  48  states,  except  those  assigned  to  Air  National  Guard 
and  the  Air  Force  Reserve  Command. 

Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  (AICUZ):  A  land-use-planning  program,  used  by  the 
military,  to  protect  the  health,  safety,  and  welfare  of  those  living  near  military  airfields  while 
preserving  the  defense  flying  mission.  AICUZ  presents  noise  zones  and  accident  potential  zones 
for  military  airfields  and  recommendations  for  compatible  land  use. 

Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC):  AMC,  a  major  command  with  headquarters  at  Scott  Air  Force 
Base,  Illinois.  AMC  provides  America’s  Global  Reach.  This  rapid,  flexible,  and  responsive  air 
mobility  promotes  stability  by  keeping  America's  capability  and  character  highly  visible. 

Air  Quality:  The  degree  to  which  the  ambient  air  is  pollution-free,  assessed  by  measuring  a 
number  of  indicators  of  pollution. 

Beddown:  The  provision  of  facilities  and  other  necessary  infrastructure  to  support  a  new  mission 
or  weapon  system. 

Bird/Wildlife-Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  (BASH):  A  U.S.  Air  Force  program  to  reduce  the 
possibilities  of  bird  or  wildlife  collisions  with  aircraft. 

Clean  Air  Act  (CAA):  This  Act  empowered  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to 
establish  standards  for  common  pollutants  that  represent  the  maximum  levels  of  background 
pollution  that  are  considered  safe,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  to  protect  public  health 
and  safety. 

Clean  Water  Act  (CWA):  The  primary  federal  law  in  the  United  States  governing  water 
pollution.  The  CWA  established  the  goals  of  eliminating  releases  of  high  amounts  of  toxic 
substances  into  water,  eliminating  additional  water  pollution,  and  ensuring  that  surface  waters 
would  meet  standards  necessary  for  human  sports  and  recreation. 

Clear  Zone  (CZ):  An  accident  potential  zone  constituting  the  innermost  portions  of  the  runway 
approach. 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ):  The  Council  is  within  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President  and  is  composed  of  three  members  appointed  by  the  President,  subject  to  approval  by 
the  Senate.  Members  are  to  be  conscious  of  and  responsive  to  the  scientific,  economic,  social, 
esthetic,  and  cultural  needs  of  the  nation;  and  to  formulate  and  recommend  national  policies  to 
promote  the  improvement  of  environmental  quality. 

Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL):  DNE  is  a  noise  metric  combining  the  levels  and 
durations  of  noise  events  and  the  number  of  events  over  an  extended  time  period.  It  is  a 
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cumulative  average  computed  over  a  24-hour  period  to  represent  total  noise  exposure.  DNL  also 
accounts  for  more  intrusive  nighttime  noise,  adding  a  10  dB  penalty  for  sounds  after 
10:00  P.M.  and  before  7:00  A.M.  DNL  is  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration’s  (FAA) 
primary  noise  metric.  FAA  Order  1050.  IE  defines  DNL  as  the  yearly  day/night  average  sound 
level. 

Decibel  (dB):  A  sound  measurement  unit. 

De  Minimis  Threshold:  The  minimum  threshold  for  which  a  conformity  determination  must  be 
performed  for  various  criteria  pollutants  in  various  areas. 

Endangered  Species:  The  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  defined  the  term  “endangered 
species”  to  mean  any  species  (including  any  subspecies  of  fish  or  wildlife  or  plants,  and  any 
distinct  population  segment  of  any  species  or  vertebrate  fish  or  wildlife  which  interbreeds  when 
mature)  that  is  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of  its  range. 

Environmental  Justice:  Pursuant  to  Executive  Order  12898,  Federal  Actions  to  Address 
Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations,  review  must  be  made  as  to 
whether  a  federal  program,  policy,  or  action  presents  a  disproportionately  high  and  adverse 
human  health  or  environmental  effect  on  minority  and/or  low -income  populations. 

Environmental  Night:  The  period  between  10  P.M.  and  7  A.M.  when  10  decibels  is  added  to 
aircraft  noise  levels  due  to  increased  sensitivity  to  noise  at  night. 

Fiscal  Year:  U.S.  Government  accounting  year  beginning  1  October  through  30  September. 

Groundwater:  Water  held  underground  in  the  soil  or  in  pores  and  crevices  in  rock. 

Floodplain:  An  area  of  low-lying  ground  adjacent  to  a  river,  formed  mainly  of  river  sediments 
and  subject  to  flooding. 

Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU):  A  military  schoolhouse  where  U.S.  Air  Eorce  pilots  receive  initial 
aircrew  training  on  a  particular  aircraft. 

Hazardous  Material:  Solids,  liquids,  or  gases  that  can  harm  people,  other  living  organisms, 
property,  or  the  environment. 

Hazardous  Waste:  Waste  that  poses  substantial  or  potential  threats  to  public  health  or  the 
environment.  In  the  United  States,  the  treatment,  storage  and  disposal  of  hazardous  waste  is 
regulated  under  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act. 

Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM):  The  INM  is  the  preferred  model  typically  used  for  Eederal 
Aviation  Regulations  Part  150  noise  compatibility  planning  and  for  Eederal  Aviation 
Administration  Order  1050  environmental  assessments  and  environmental  impact  statements. 
INM  is  a  computer  model  that  evaluates  aircraft  noise  impacts  in  the  vicinity  of  airports.  It  is 
developed  based  on  the  algorithm  and  framework  from  SAE  AIR  1845  standard,  which  used 
Noise-Power-Distance  data  to  estimate  noise  accounting  for  specific  operation  mode,  thrust 
setting,  and  source-receiver  geometry,  acoustic  directivity  and  other  environmental  factors.  The 
INM  can  output  noise  contours  for  an  area  or  noise  level  at  pre-selected  locations.  The  noise 
output  can  be  exposure-based,  maximum-level-based,  or  time-based. 

Interagency/Intergovernmental  Coordination  for  Environmental  Planning  (HCEP):  A 
federally  mandated  process  for  informing  and  coordinating  with  other  governmental  agencies 
regarding  proposed  actions. 
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Joint  Land  Use  Study  (JLUS):  A  JLUS  is  a  cooperative  land  use  planning  effort  between 
military  installations  and  surrounding  communities  that  examines  the  positive  and  negative 
impacts  that  military  installations  have  on  surrounding  communities,  and  vice  versa. 

Main  Operating  Base  (MOB):  A  permanently  manned,  well-protected  base  with  robust 
infrastructure.  MOBs  are  characterized  by  command  and  control  structures,  enduring  family 
support  facilities,  and  strengthened  force  protection  measures. 

Maximum  Sound  Level  (Lmax):  Lmax  is  the  highest  sound  level  that  occurs  during  a  single  aircraft 
overflight.  For  an  observer,  the  noise  level  starts  at  the  ambient  noise  level,  rises  up  to  the 
maximum  level  as  the  aircraft  flies  closest  to  the  observer,  and  returns  to  the  ambient  level  as 
the  aircraft  recedes  into  the  distance.  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Order  1050.  IE  defines 
Lmax  as  a  single  event  metric  that  is  the  highest  A-weighted  sound  level  measured  during  an 
event. 

Mean  Sea  Level  (MSL):  Altitude  expressed  in  feet  measured  above  average  sea  level. 

Military  Operations  Area  (MOA):  Airspace  below  18,000  feet  above  mean  sea  level  established 
to  separate  military  activities  from  Instrument  Flight  Rule  traffic  and  to  identify  where  these 
activities  are  conducted  for  the  benefit  of  pilots  using  Visual  Flight  Rule. 

Mobile  Sources:  Includes  cars  and  light  trucks,  heavy  trucks  and  buses,  nonroad  engines, 
equipment,  and  vehicles. 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS):  NAAQS  are  established  by  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  for  criteria  pollutants  that  represent  the  maximum  levels 
of  background  pollution  considered  safe,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety,  to  protect  public 
health  and  safety. 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA):  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969  directs  federal  agencies  to  take  environmental  factors  into  consideration  in  their  decisions. 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA):  The  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966, 
as  amended,  established  a  program  for  the  preservation  of  historic  properties  throughout  the 
United  States. 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP):  The  NRHP  is  the  Eederal  government's  official 
list  of  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and  objects  deemed  worthy  of  preservation. 

NOISEMAP:  NOISEMAP  is  a  group  of  computer  programs  developed  over  a  number  of  years 
by  the  U.S.  Air  Eorce  for  prediction  of  noise  exposures  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military  installation. 
NOISEMAP  is  the  primary  computer  model  used  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Defense  for 
evaluating  military  fixed-wing  aircraft  noise.  It  contains  a  suite  of  computer  programs  for 
prediction  of  noise  exposure  from  aircraft  flight,  maintenance,  and  ground  runup  operations. 
NOISEMAP  output  includes  noise  contours,  noise  levels  at  preselected  locations,  and  other 
supplemental  metrics  to  assist  users  in  analyzing  impacts  resulting  from  aircraft  noise  in  the 
airfield  environment. 

Onset  Rate-Adjusted  Monthly  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNLmr):  Onset  Rate- Adjusted 
Monthly  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  is  the  measure  used  for  subsonic  aircraft  noise  in 
military  airspace  (Military  Operations  Areas  or  Warnings  Areas).  This  metric  accounts  for  the 
fact  that  when  military  aircraft  fly  low  and  fast,  the  sound  can  rise  from  ambient  to  its  maximum 
very  quickly.  Known  as  an  onset-rate,  this  effect  can  make  noise  seem  louder  due  to  the 
added  “surprise”  effect.  Penalties  of  up  to  11  dB  are  added  to  account  for  this  onset-rate. 
Noise  levels  are  interpreted  the  same  way  for  Ldnmr  as  they  are  for  DNL.  (See  DNL  above). 
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Operation:  An  operation  consists  of  a  single  activity  such  as  a  landing  or  a  takeoff  by  one 
aircraft.  Each  time  a  single  aircraft  flies  into  a  different  airspace  unit,  one  operation  is  counted. 
During  a  single  sortie,  an  aircraft  could  fly  in  several  airspace  units  and  conduct  a  number  of 
operations;  therefore,  the  number  of  operations  exceeds  the  number  of  sorties. 

Power  Setting:  The  power  or  thrust  output  of  an  engine  in  terms  of  kilonewtons  thrust  for 
turbojet  and  turbofan  engines  or  shaft  power  in  terms  of  kilowatts  for  turboprop  engines. 

Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA):  PAA  consists  of  the  aircraft  authorized  and 
assigned  to  perform  a  U.S.  Air  Force  wing’s  mission. 

Prime  Farmland:  Prime  farmlands  are  designations  assigned  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture.  Prime  farmland  is  land  that  has  the  best  combination  of  physical  and  chemical 
characteristics  for  producing  food,  feed,  forage,  fiber,  and  oilseed  crops.  The  land  is  also  used  as 
cropland,  pastureland,  rangeland,  forest  land,  or  other  land,  but  cannot  be  used  as  urban  built-up 
land  or  water. 

Region  of  Influence  (ROI):  The  geographic  scope  of  potential  consequences  in  an  area. 

Scoping:  A  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  process  of  identifying  the  main  issues  of  concern 
at  an  early  stage  in  planning  in  order  to  discover  any  alternatives  and  aid  in  site  selection. 

Sortie:  A  sortie  consists  of  a  single  military  aircraft  flight  from  the  initial  takeoff  through  the 
final  landing  and  includes  all  activities  that  occur  during  that  mission.  For  this  EIS,  the  term 
sortie  is  used  when  referring  to  the  quantity  of  aircraft  operations  from  the  airfield.  A  sortie  can 
include  more  than  one  operation. 

Sound  Exposure  Level  (SEL):  Sound  Exposure  Eevel  (SEE)  accounts  for  both  the 
maximum  sound  level  and  the  length  of  time  a  sound  lasts.  It  provides  a  measure  of  the  total 
sound  exposure  for  an  entire  event.  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Order  1050.  IE  defines  SEE 
as  a  single  event  metric  that  takes  into  account  both  the  noise  level  and  duration  of  the  event  and 
references  to  a  standard  duration  of  one  second. 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO):  State  department  responsible  for  assigning 
protected  status  for  cultural  and  historic  resources. 

Threatened  Species:  A  species  likely  to  become  endangered  within  the  foreseeable  future 
throughout  all,  or  a  significant  portion,  of  its  range. 

Traditional/Cultural  Resource:  Traditional  and  cultural  resources  are  any  prehistoric  or  historic 
district,  site  or  building,  structure,  or  object  considered  important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or 
community  for  scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  other  purposes. 

Wetland,  Jurisdictional:  A  jurisdictional  wetland  is  a  wetland  that  meets  all  three  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers’  criterion  for  jurisdictional  status:  appropriate  hydrologic  regime,  hydric 
soils,  and  facultative  to  obligate  wetland  plant  communities  under  normal  growing  conditions. 
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following  proposal  for  collection  of 
information  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  (44  U.S.Cl. 
Chapter  33). 

DATES:  Consideration  will  be  given  to  all 
comments  received  by  April  25,  2013. 

Titio,  Associated  Form  and  OMB 
Number:  Third  Party  Collection 
Program/Modical  Services  Account/ 
Other  Health  Insurance;  DD  Form  2569; 
OMB  Control  Number  0720-TBD 
(previously  OMB  Control  Number  0704— 
0323). 

Type  of  Request:  Extension. 

Number  of  Respondents:  2,936,905. 

Responses  per  Respondent:  1. 

Annual  Responses:  2,936,905. 

Average  Burden  per  Response:  3 
minutes. 

Annual  Burden  Hours:  146,845. 

Needs  and  t/ses.-The  information 
collection  requirement  is  necessary  to 
obtain  health  insurance  policy 
information  used  for  coordination  of 
health  care  benefits  and  billing  third- 
party  payers.  DoD  implemented  the 
Third  Party  Collection  Program  (TPCP) 
in  FY87  based  on  the  authority  granted 
in  10  U.S.C.  1095  and  implemented  by 
32  CFR  part  220  in  accordance  with  the 
Consolidated  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1986  (COBRA) 
(Pub.  L.  99-272,  section  2001,  April  7, 
1986).  Under  the  TPCP,  DoD  is 
authorized  to  collect  from  third-party 
payers  the  cost  of  inpatient  ami 
outpatient  services  rendered  to  DoD 
beneficiaries  who  have  other  health 
insurance.  Military  treatment  facilities 
are  required  to  make  this  form  available 
to  third-party  payers  upon  request.  A 
third-party  payer  may  not  request  any 
other  assignment  of  henefils  form  from 
the  subscriber. 

Affected  Public:  Business  or  other  for- 
profit;  individuals  or  households. 

Frequency:  Annually  or  on  occasion 
(when  insurance  information  changes). 

Respondent’s  Obligation:  Required  to 
Obtain  or  Retain  Benefits. 

OMB  Desk  Officer:  Mr.  John  Kraemer. 

Written  comments  and 
recommendations  on  the  proposed 
information  collection  should  be  sent  to 
Mr.  Kraemer  at  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  Desk  Officer 
for  DoD,  Room  10236,  New  Executive 
Office  Building,  Washington,  DC  20503. 

You  may  also  submit  comments, 
identified  by  docket  number  and  title, 
by  the  following  method: 

•  Federal  eRuIemaking  Portal:  http:// 
wwn'. rcguIations.gov.  Follow  the 
instructions  for  submitting  comments. 

Instructions:  All  submissions  received 
must  include  the  agency  name,  docket 
number  and  title  for  this  Federal 
Register  document.  The  general  policy 


for  comments  and  other  submissions 
from  members  of  the  public  is  to  make 
these  submissions  available  for  public 
viewing  on  the  Internet  at  http:// 
mvw.reguIations.gov  as  they  are 
received  without  change,  including  any 
personal  identifiers  nr  contact 
information. 

DOD  Clearance  Officer:  Ms.  Patricia 
Toppings. 

Written  requests  for  copies  of  the 
information  collection  proposal  should 
be  sent  to  Ms.  Toppings  at  WHS/ESD 
Information  Management  Division,  4800 
Mark  Center  Drive,  East  Tower,  Suite 
02G09,  Alexandria,  VA  22350-3100. 

Dated:  March  12,  2013. 

Aaron  .Siegel, 

Alternate  OSD  Federal  Register  Liaison 
Officer,  Department  of  Defense. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
[Docket  ID:  DOD-2012-OS-O097] 

Defense  Transportation  Regulation, 
Part  IV 

AGENCY:  United  .States  Transportation 
Command  (USTRANSCOM),  DoD. 
ACTION:  Announcement. 

SUMMARY:  On  .September  4,  2012  (77  FR 
53873-53874),  the  Department  of 
Defense  published  a  notice  titled 
Defense  Transportation  Regulation,  Part 
IV.  DoD  has  completed  their  review  and 
response  to  comments  received  in 
connection  with  the  Defense  Personal 
Property  Program  (DP3)  Phase  III  Direct 
Procurement  Method  (DPM)  business 
rules.  Responses  can  be  found  on  the 
Defense  Transportation  Regulation,  Part 
IV  Web  site  at  http://www.transcom.mil/ 
dtr/ part-iv/ phaseiii.cfm  (DPM 
SECTION).  All  identified  changes  will 
be  incorporated  into  the  final  DPM 
business  rules.  The  DPM 
implementation  timelines  will  be  based 
on  completion  of  Defense  Personal 
Property  System  (DPS)  Phase  U1 
programming  projected  for  FY17. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Mr. 
)im  Teague,  United  States 
Transportation  Command,  TCj5/4-PI, 
508  Scott  Drive,  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  IL 
02225-5357;  (618)  256-9605. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Any 
subsequent  modification(s)  to  the 
business  rules  beyond  the  above  stated 
changes  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  incorporated  into 
the  Defense  Transportation  Regulation 
(DTR)  Part  IV  (DTR  4500.9R).  These 


program  requirements  do  not  impose  a 
legal  requirement,  obligation,  sanction 
or  penalty  on  tbe  public  sector,  and  will 
not  have  an  economic  impact  of  $100 
million  or  more. 

Additional  Information 

A  complete  version  of  the  DTR  is 
available  via  the  internet  on  the 
U.STRAN.SCOM  home  page  at  http:// 
www.transcom.mil/dtr/part-iv/. 

Dated:  March  21,  2013. 

Aaron  Siegel, 

Alternate  OSD  Federal  Register  Liaison 
Officer,  Depaitinent  of  Defense. 

[IT  Doc.  2013-00854  Filed  3-25-13:  8:45  ami 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Intent  To  Prepare  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Formal 
Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating 
Base  1  (MOB  1 )  for  the  Beddown  of 
KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft 

AGENCY:  U(:])artmcnt  of  the  Air  Force, 
DOD. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  Intent. 

SUMMARY:  The  Air  Force  is  issuing  this 
notice  to  advise  the  public  of  its  intent 
to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Formal  Training 
Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating  Base  1 
(MOB  1)  for  the  Beddown  of  KC^6A 
Tanker  Aircraft.  The  EIS  will  assess  the 
potential  environmental  consequences 
of  bedding  down  KC-46A  tanker 
aircraft,  associated  infrastructure  and 
manpower  of  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  at 
existing  active  duty  Air  Force 
installations  within  the  continental 
United  States  and  the  no-action 
alternative. 

The  FTU  squadron  will  consist  of  up 
to  eight  KC— 46A  aircraft  with  a  mission 
to  train  personnel  to  safely  and 
effectively  fly,  operate,  and  maintain  the 
KC^6A  aircraft.  The  MOB  1  will 
consist  of  36  K0^6A  aircraft  with  a 
mission  to  provide  worldwide  refueling, 
cargo,  or  aeromedical  evacuation 
support. 

The  proposed  basing  alternatives  for 
the  FTU  are; 

1.  1.  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB), 
Oklahoma 

1.  2.  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas 
The  proposed  basing  alternatives  for 
MOB  1  are: 

1.  1.  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma 
1.  2.  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 
1.  3.  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 
1.  4.  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas 
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Altus  AFB  and  McConnell  AFB  are 
being  considered  for  either  the  FTU  or 
MOB  1  missions;  no  base  would  receive 
both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions. 

Scoping:  In  order  to  effectively  define 
the  full  range  of  issues  to  be  evaluated 
in  the  EIS,  the  Air  Force  is  soliciting 
scoping  comments  from  interested  state 
and  federal  agencies  and  interested 
members  of  the  public.  The  Air  Force 
will  hold  a  series  of  scoping  meetings  to 
further  solicit  input  regarding  the  scope 
of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 

1.  Scoping  meetings  will  be  held  in 
the  local  communities  near  the 
alternative  basing  locations.  The 
scheduled  dates,  times,  locations  and 
addresses  for  the  scoping  meetings  will 
also  bo  published  in  local  media  a 
minimum  of  15  days  prior  to  the 
scoping  meetings. 

1.  Dates:  The  Air  Force  intends  to 
hold  scoping  meetings  from  5:00  p.m.  to 
8:00  p.m.  in  the  following  communities 
on  the  following  dates: 

1.  1.  Altus  Air  Force  Base — April  9, 

2013  at  the  Southwe.st  Technology 
Center,  711  West  Tamarack  Road, 
Altus,  OK 

1.  2.  McConnell  Air  Force  Base — April 
11,  2013  at  the  Eugene  M.  Hughes 
Metropolitan  Complex,  5015  East 
29th  Street  N,  Wichita,  KS 
1.  3.  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base — April  16, 
2013  at  the  Lincoln  Center,  1316 
North  Lincoln  Street,  Spokane,  WA 
1.  4.  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base — April 
18,  2013  at  the  Ramada  Inn,  1205 
North  43rd  Street,  Grand  Forks,  ND 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
project  Web  site  provides  more 
information  on  the  EIS  and  can  be  used 
to  submit  scoping  comments;  scoping 
comments  may  also  be  submitted  to  the 
address  below.  As  a  convenience  for 
comments  submitted  by  mail,  a 
comment  form  is  available  for  download 
on  the  Web  site.  Comments  will  be 
accepted  at  any  time  during  the 
environmental  impact  analysis  process. 
However,  to  ensure  the  Air  Force  has 
sufficient  time  to  consider  public  input 
in  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS, 
scoping  comments  should  be  submitted 
to  the  Web  site  or  the  address  listed 
below  by  May  17,  2013. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Ms. 
Jean  Reynolds,  United  States  Air  Force, 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office,  507 
Symington  Drive,  Scott  AFB,  Illinois 
62225-5022;  Phone: 

Henry  Williams  Jr, 

Acting  Air  Force  Federal  Register  Liaison 
Officer. 

IFR  Doc.  2013-06840  Filed  3-25-13:  8:45  am| 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

U.S.  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board;  Notice  of  Meeting 

AGENCY:  Department  of  the  Air  Force, 
U.S.  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board. 

ACTION:  Meeting  notice. 

SUMMARY:  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  of 
1972  (5  U.S.C.,  Appendix,  as  amended), 
the  Government  in  the  Sunshine  Act  of 
1976  (5  U.S.C.  552b,  as  amended),  and 
41  CFR  102-3.150,  the  Department  of 
Defense  announces  that  the  United 
States  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board  (SAB)  quarterly  meeting  will  take 
place  on  9  April  2013  at  the  Eubank 
Conference  Center  on  Barksdale  AFB, 
LA.  The  SAB  will  meet  7:45  a.m.-12;45 
p.m.  with  all  .sessions  closed  to  the 
public. 

The  purpose  of  this  quarterly  meeting 
is  to  review  the  status  of  the  FY13  SAB 
studies  directed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force:  countering  electro-optical 
and  infrared  targeting  system  threats  to 
our  aircraft,  disaggregation  of  satellite 
mission  applications,  and 
communicating  in  a  contested 
environment.  The  SAB  will  receive  a 
presentation  on  the  mission  of  Air  Force 
Global  Strike  Command,  the  host  for  the 
SAB’s  Spring  Board  Meeting.  This  board 
meeting  will  also  include  the 
publication  status  of  the  F’Y12  studies, 
the  latest  updates  on  the  ongoing  study 
outbriefs,  as  well  as  discussion  of  the 
sab's  review  of  Air  Force  Research 
Laboratory  (AFRL)  science  and 
technology  investments.  The  remaining 
FY13  Board  schedule  and  internal 
restructuring  options  will  also  be 
discussed. 

In  accordance  with  5  U.S.C.  552b,  as 
amended,  and  41  CFR  102-3.155,  this 
meeting  of  the  United  States  Air  Force 
Scientific  Advisory  Board  will  be  closed 
to  the  public  because  it  will  involve 
information  and  matters  covered  by 
sections  5  U.S.C.  552b(c)(l)  and  (2). 

Any  member  of  the  public  wishing  to 
provide  input  to  the  United  States  Air 
Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board  should 
submit  a  written  statement  in 
accordance  with  41  CFR  102-3. 140(c) 
and  section  10(a)(3)  of  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  and  the 
procedures  described  in  this  paragraph. 
Written  statements  can  be  submitted  to 
the  Designated  Federal  Officer  at  the 
address  detailed  below  at  any  time. 
Statements  being  submitted  in  response 
to  the  agenda  mentioned  in  this  notice 
must  be  received  by  the  Designated 


Federal  Officer  at  the  address  listed 
below  at  least  five  calendar  days  prior 
to  the  meeting  which  is  the  subject  of 
this  notice.  Written  statements  received 
after  this  date  may  not  be  provided  to 
or  considered  by  the  United  States  Air 
Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board  until  its 
next  meeting.  The  Designated  Federal 
Officer  will  review  all  timely 
submissions  with  the  United  States  Air 
Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board 
Chairperson  and  ensure  they  are 
provided  to  members  of  the  United 
States  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board  before  the  meeting  that  is  the 
subject  of  this  notice. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  The 
United  States  Air  Force  Scientific 
Advisory  Board  Executive  Director  and 
Designated  Federal  Officer,  Lt  Col  Derek 
Lincoln,  240-612-5502,  United  Stales 
Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board, 
1500  West  Perimeter  Road,  Ste.  #3300, 
Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762, 
Derek.Lincoln@pentagon.af.mil. 

Henry  Williams  )r. 

Acting  Air  Force  Federal  Register  Liaison 
Officer. 

[t-Tt  Doc.  2013-06781  Filed  3-25-13:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  5001-1 0-P 


DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
[Docket  No.  ED-2013-ICCD-0037] 

Agency  Information  Collection 
Activities;  Comment  Request;  Upward 
Bound  and  Upward  Bound  Math 
Science  Annual  Performance  Report 

AGENCY:  The  Office  of  Postsecondary 
Education  (OPE),  Department  of 
Education  (ED). 

ACTION:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  In  accordance  with  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  of  1995  (44 
U.S.C.  chapter  3501  et  seq.),  ED  is 
proposing  a  new  information  collection. 
DATES:  Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
submit  comments  on  or  before  May  28, 
2013. 

ADDRESSES:  Comments  submitted  in 
response  to  this  notice  should  be 
submitted  electronically  through  the 
F’ederal  eRulemaking  Portal  at  http:// 
wu'w.regulations.gov  by  selecting 
Docket  ID  number  ED-201 3-ICCD-0037 
or  via  postal  mail,  commercial  delivery, 
or  hand  delivery.  Please  note  that 
comments  submitted  by  fax  or  email 
and  those  submitted  after  the  comment 
period  will  not  be  accepted.  Written 
requests  for  information  or  comments 
submitted  by  postal  mail  or  delivery 
should  be  addressed  to  the  Director  of 
the  Information  Collection  Clearance 
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March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.l  NOTICE  OF  INTENT  AND  NEWSPAPER  ADVERTISEMENT  (CONTINUED) 


The  U.S.  Air  Force  Invites  You  to  Attend  Public  Scoping 
Meetings  for  the  Proposed  Beddown  of  KC-46A  Tanker 
Aircraft  for  the  Formal  Training  Unit  and  the  First  Main 
Operating  Base 


Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  is  proposing  to  beddown  KC-46A  tanker 
aircraft,  associated  infrastructure  and  manpower  for  the  Formal  Training  Unit 
(FTU)  and  the  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  at  existing  active  duty  Air 
Force  installations  within  the  continental  United  States. 

The  proposed  basing  alternatives  for  the  FTU  are  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB), 
Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas.  The  FTU  squadron  will  consist  of  up  to 
eight  KC-46A  aircraft  with  a  mission  to  train  personnel  to  safely  and  effectively 
fly  and  operate  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  The  proposed  basing  alternatives  for 
MOB  1  are  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington;  Grand  Forks 
AFB,  North  Dakota;  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas.  The  MOB  1  will  consist  of 
36  KC-46A  aircraft  with  a  mission  to  provide  worldwide  refueling,  cargo,  or 
aeromedical  evacuation  support.  Each  candidate  base  is  an  alternative.  Altus 
AFB  and  McConnell  AFB  are  being  considered  for  either  the  FTU  or  MOB  1 
missions.  No  base  would  receive  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions.  The 
KC-46A  mission  could  be  an  additive  or  replacement  mission  depending  on 
where  the  aircraft  is  located.  In  addition,  the  Air  Force  would  use  auxiliary 
airfields  in  the  vicinity  of  the  bases  proposed  for  the  FTU  mission. 

The  KC-46A  aircraft  will  replace  a  portion  of  the  aging  KC-135  aircraft  fleet 
which  have  been  the  Air  Force’s  primary  refueling  aircraft  for  more  than 
50  years.  With  more  refueling  capacity  and  enhanced  capabilities,  improved 
efficiency  and  increased  capabilities  for  cargo  and  aeromedical  evacuation,  the 
KC-46A  will  provide  aerial  refueling  support  to  the  Air  Force,  Navy,  and  Marine 
Corps,  as  well  as  allied  nation  coalition  force  aircraft. 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

Pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  Air  Force  will  prepare  an 
EIS,  which  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  the  KC-46A 
aircraft  beddown,  which  will  require  personnel,  facilities  to  support  aircraft 
operations  and  pilot  and  operator  requirements. 

Public  Scoping  Meetings  -  Please  Attend 

Public  come  and  go  open  house  scoping  meetings  are  being  held  to  inform  the 
public  about  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  under  consideration,  and  to 
“scope”  important  issues  to  evaluate  in  the  EIS.  The  meetings  will  be  arranged  in 
a  “come  and  go”  open  house  format  with  no  formal  Air  Force  presentation  or 
opportunity  for  public  testimony.  Written  comments  will  be  accepted  and  a 
comment  recording  station  will  be  available  to  accept  verbal  comments.  Your 
input  is  valuable  and  assists  the  Air  Force  in  making  more  informed 
decisions. 

Open  House:  Drop  in  anytime  between  5-8  p.m. 


April  9,  2013,  Altus  AFB,  Southwest  Technology  Center,  711  West  Tamarack 
Road,  Altus,  OK  73521 

April  11,  2013,  McConnell  AFB,  Eugene  M.  Hughes  Metropolitan  Complex, 
Room  180,  5015  E.  29th  Street  N.,  Wichita,  KS  67260 

April  16,  2013,  Fairchild  AFB,  The  Lincoln  Center,  Lincoln  Ballroom,  1316  N. 
Lincoln  Street,  Spokane,  WA  99201 

April  18,  2013,  Grand  Forks  AFB,  Grand  Forks  Ramada  Inn,  1205  North  43rd 
Street,  1-29  And  Exit  141,  Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 


Public  Comment 

For  more  information  or  to  submit  written  comments,  please  visit  the  project 
website  at  www.KC-46A-beddown.com  or  contact: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds,  United  States  Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office,  507 
Symington  Drive,  Scott  AFB,  Illinois  62225-5022. 

The  Air  Force  will  accept  comments  at  any  time  during  the  environmental 
process.  However,  to  ensure  the  Air  Force  has  sufficient  time  to  consider  public 
input  in  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS,  please  submit  comments  by  May  17, 
2013! 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.2  INTERAGENCY/INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COORDINATION  FOR  ENVIRONMENTAL  PLANNING  (IICEP) 


A.2.1  IICEP  Letter 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
AIR  FORCE  CIVIL  ENGINEER  CENTER 
JOINT  BASE  SAN  ANTONIO  LACKLAND  TEXAS 


27  March  2013 


Mr.  J.  Dale  Clark 

Air  Force  NEPA  Center  (AFCEC/CZN) 
2261  Hughes  Ave.  Suite  155 
Lackland  AFB  TX  78235-9853 

Namc/Titlc 

(address  being  mailed  to) 

(address  being  mailed  to) 

(City.  State  Zip) 

Dear  {Merged  Name  from  list} 


SAMPLE  LETTER 


The  United  States  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  i.s  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  to  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  vsith  the  beddown  of  the  Formal 
Training  Unit  (F'TLO  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1 )  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 
Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB).  OK  and  McConnell  AFB.  KS  are  proposed  for  the  FTU  mission  and 
Alius  AFB.  McConnell  .AFB.  Grand  Forks  AFB.  ND  and  I'airchild  AFB.  WA  are  proposed  for  the 
MOB  1  mission.  No  base  would  receive  both  missions.  Additional  information  on  the  beddow'n  and 
EIS  process  is  included  in  the  attached  Notice  of  Intent  from  the  March  26.  2013  Federal  Register. 

The  Air  Force  will  host  four  public  come  and  go  open  house  scoping  meetings  in  areas  near 
the  base.s  proposed  for  this  action  (see  attached  .scoping  brochure).  The  purpose  of  the  meetings  and 
the  scoping  period  is  to  solicit  comments  on  the  scope  of  environmental  issues  to  be  analyzed  in 
depth  in  the  EIS.  Public  and  agency  comments  provided  to  the  Air  Force  during  the  scoping  period 
will  be  considered  In  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS.  Additional  information  can  be  found  on  the 
project  website  at  wvvw.kc-46A-bcddown.com. 

We  reque.st  your  participation  and  solicit  scoping  comments  on  thi.s  action.  Plea.se  provide 
any  comments  by  May  17.  2013  directly  to  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds.  United  Stales  Air  Force. 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office.  507  Symington  Drive.  Scott  AFB.  IL  62225-5022  or  to  the  project 
website  at  www  .kt-4bA-bedJovvn.com.  1  hank  you  for  your  assistance  in  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 


Attachments: 

1.  Notice  of  Intent 

2.  KC-46A  F'l'U  and  MOB  1  Brochure 


following  proposal  collection  of 
information  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  (44  U.S.C. 
Chapter  35). 

DATES:  Consideration  will  be  given  to  all 
comments  received  by  April  25.  2013. 

Title.  Associated  Form  and  0MB 
Number;  Third  Party  Collection 
Program/Medical  Services  Account/ 
Other  Health  Insurance;  DD  Form  2569; 
0MB  Control  Number  072O-TBO 
(previously  OMB  Control  Number  0704- 
0323). 

Type  <rf  Bequest:  Extension. 

Number  of  Respondents:  2.936.905. 

Responses  per  Respondent:  1 . 

Annuo/  Responses:  2.936.90S. 

Average  Burden  per  Response:  3 
minutes. 

Annuo/  Burden  Hours:  146,845. 

Needs  and  Uses:  The  information 
collection  requirement  is  necessary  to 
obtain  health  insurance  policy 
information  used  for  coordination  of 
health  care  benefits  and  billing  third- 
party  payers.  DoD  implement^  the 
Thiid  Party  Collection  Program  (TPCP) 
in  FY87  based  on  the  authority  granted 
in  10  U.S.C  1095  and  implemented  by 
32  CFR  part  220  in  accoroance  with  the 
Consolidated  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1986  (COBRA) 
(Pub.  L  99-272.  section  2001.  April  7. 
1986).  Under  the  TPCP.  DoD  Is 
authorized  to  collect  from  third-party 
payers  the  cost  of  inpatient  and 
outpatient  services  rendered  to  DoD 
beneficiaries  who  have  other  health 
insurance.  Military  treatment  facilities 
are  required  to  make  this  form  available 
to  third-party  payers  upon  request.  A 
third-pariy  payer  may  not  request  any 
other  assignment  of  benefits  form  from 
the  subscriber. 

Affected  Public:  Business  or  other  for- 
profit;  individuals  or  households. 

Frequency:  Annually  or  on  occasion 
(when  insurance  information  changes). 

Respondent's  Obligation:  Requii^  to 
Obtain  or  Retain  Benefits. 

OMB  Desk  Officer:  Mr.  John  Kraemer. 

Written  comments  and 
recommendations  on  the  proposed 
information  collection  should  be  sent  to 
Mr.  Kraemer  at  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  Desk  Officer 
for  DoD.  Room  10236,  New  Executive 
Office  Building.  Washington.  DC  20503. 

You  may  alM  suixnit  comments, 
identified  by  docket  number  and  title, 
by  the  following  method: 

•  Federal  eRulemaking  Portal:  http-M 
www.regulations.gov.  Follow  the 
instructions  for  submitting  comments. 

/nsfructions;  All  submissions  received 
must  include  the  agency  name,  docket 
number  and  title  for  this  Federal 
Register  document.  The  general  policy 


for  comments  and  other  submissions 
from  members  of  the  public  is  to  make 
these  submissions  available  for  public 
viewing  on  the  Interoet  at  http:// 
vrww.regulations.gov  as  they  are 
received  without  change,  including  any 
personal  identifiers  or  contact 
information. 

DOD  Clearance  Officer:  Ms.  Patricia 
Toppings. 

Written  requests  for  copies  of  the 
information  collection  proposal  should 
be  sent  to  Ms.  Toppings  at  WHS/ESD 
Information  Management  Division.  4800 
Mark  Center  Drive.  East  Tower.  Suite 
02C09.  Alexandria.  VA  22350-3100. 

Dated:  March  12.2013. 

AanM  Siegel. 

Alternate  OSD  Federal  Register  Liaison 
Officer.  Department  of  D^ense. 

|FR  Dec.  zots-oeesz  Fifed  S-2V13:  a'4S  ami 
aajJNB  cooE  seet-4»-e 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
Offica  of  the  SecreUry 
(Docket  ID:  DOO-2012-OS-0097] 

Defense  Transportation  Regulation, 
Part  IV 

agency:  United  States  Transportation 
Command  (USTRANSCOM).  DoD. 
ACTION:  Announcement. 

summary:  On  September  4,  2012  (77  FR 
53873-53874),  the  Department  of 
Defense  published  a  notice  titled 
Defense  Transportation  Regulation.  Part 
IV.  DoD  has  completed  their  review  and 
response  to  comments  received  in 
connection  with  the  Defense  Personal 
Property  Program  (DPS)  Phase  III  Direct 
Procurement  Method  (DPM)  business 
rules.  Responses  can  be  found  on  the 
Defense  Transportation  Regulation.  Part 
iV  Web  site  at  /irip;//wivw.(ra/iscom.m/// 
dtr/part'iv/pbaseiii.cfm  (DPM 
SECTION).  All  identified  changes  will 
be  incorporated  into  the  final  DPM 
business  rules.  The  DPM 
implementation  timelines  will  be  based 
on  completion  of  Defense  Personal 
Property  System  (DPS)  Phase  III 
programming  projected  for  FY17. 

FOR  FURTHER  MFORMATION  CONTACT:  Mr. 
lim  Teague.  United  States 
Transportation  Command.  TC)5/4-PI. 
508  Sratt  Drive.  Scott  Air  Force  Base.  IL 
62225-5357;  (618)  256-9605. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  (NFORSUTION:  Any 
subsequent  modification(s)  to  the 
business  rules  beyond  the  above  stated 
changes  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  incorporated  into 
the  Defense  Transportation  Regulation 
(DTR)  Part  IV  (DTR  4500.9R).  These 


program  requirements  do  not  impose  a 
legal  requirement,  obligation,  sanction 
or  penalty  on  the  public  sector,  and  will 
not  have  an  economic  impact  of  $100 
million  or  more. 

Additional  Information 
A  complete  version  of  the  DTR  is 
available  via  the  internet  on  the 
USTRANSCOM  home  page  at  httpJ/ 
wvfw.transcom.mil/dtt/part-iv/. 

Deled:  March  21. 2013. 

Aarea  Sfegd, 

Altermle  OSD  Federal  Register  Liaison 
Officer.  Department  of  D^ense. 

IFR  Doc.  »I3-eeaM  Fifed  3-2S-I3: 84S  «ml 
eajjNO  cooc  sm-ee-F 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Intent  To  Prepare  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Formal 
Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating 
Base  1  (MOe  1)  tor  Ihe  Beddown  of 
KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft 

AGENCY:  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 
DOD. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  Intent. 

SUMMARY:  The  Air  Force  is  issuing  this 
notice  to  advise  the  public  of  its  intent 
to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Formal  Training 
Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating  Base  1 
(MOB  1)  for  the  Beddown  of  KC-46A 
Tanker  Aircraft.  The  EIS  will  assess  the 
potential  environmental  consequences 
of  bedding  down  KC-46A  tanker 
aircraft,  associated  infrastructure  and 
manpower  of  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  at 
existing  active  duty  Air  Force 
installations  within  the  continental 
United  States  and  the  no-action 
alternative. 

The  FTU  squadron  will  consist  of  up 
to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft  with  a  mission 
to  train  personnel  to  safely  and 
effectively  fly.  operate,  and  maintain  the 
KC-46A  aircraft.  The  MOB  1  will 
consist  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  with  a 
mission  to  provide  worldwide  refueling, 
cargo,  or  aeromedicat  evacuation 
support. 

The  proposed  basing  alternatives  for 
the  FTU  are: 

1. 1.  Alius  Air  Force  Base  (AFB), 
Oklahoma 

1.  2.  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 
The  proposed  basing  alternatives  for 
MOB  1  are: 

1. 1.  Alius  AFB.  Oklahoma 
1.  2.  Fairchild  AFB.  Washington 
1.  3.  Grand  Forks  AFB.  North  Dakota 
1. 4.  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 
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A,2,l  IICEP  Letter  (Continued) 
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Altus  AFD  and  McConnell  AFB  are 
being  considered  for  either  the  FTU  or 
MOB  1  missions:  no  base  would  receive 
both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions. 

Scoping:  In  order  to  effectively  define 
the  full  range  of  issues  to  be  evaluated 
in  the  EIS,  the  Air  Force  is  soliciting 
scoping  comments  from  interested  state 
and  federal  agencies  and  interested 
members  of  the  public.  The  Air  Force 
will  hold  a  series  of  scoping  meetings  to 
further  solicit  input  regarding  the  .scope 
of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 

1.  Scoping  meetings  will  be  held  in 
the  local  communities  near  the 
alternative  basing  locations.  The 
scheduled  dales,  times,  locations  and 
addresses  for  the  scoping  meetings  will 
also  be  published  in  local  media  a 
minimum  of  15  days  prior  to  the 
scoping  meetings. 

1.  Dates:  The  Air  Force  intends  to 
hold  scoping  meetings  from  5:00  p.m.  to 
8:00  p.m.  in  the  following  communities 
on  the  following  dates: 

1.  1.  Alius  Air  Force  Base — April  9, 

2013  at  the  Southwest  Technology 
Center,  711  West  Tamarack  Road. 
Altus.  OK 

1.  2.  McConnell  Air  Force  Base — April 
11.  2013  at  the  Eugene  M.  Hughes 
Metropolitan  Complex,  5015  East 
29th  Street  N,  Wichita,  KS 
1.  3.  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base — April  16, 
2013  at  the  Lincoln  Center.  1316 
North  Lincoln  Street,  Spokane,  WA 
1.  4.  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base — April 
18,  2013  at  the  Ramada  Inn,  1205 
North  43rd  Street,  Grand  Forks,  ND 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
project  Web  site  provides  more 
information  on  the  EIS  and  can  be  used 
to  submit  scoping  comments;  scoping 
comments  may  also  be  submitted  to  the 
address  below.  As  a  convenience  for 
comments  submitted  by  mail,  a 
comment  form  is  available  for  download 
on  the  Web  site.  Comments  will  be 
accepted  at  any  time  during  the 
environmental  impact  analysis  process. 
However,  to  ensure  the  Air  Force  has 
sufficient  time  to  consider  public  input 
in  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS, 
scoping  comments  should  be  submitted 
to  the  Web  site  or  the  address  listed 
below  by  May  17,  2013. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Ms. 
Jean  Reynolds.  United  States  Air  Force, 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office,  507 
Symington  Drive,  Scott  AFB,  Illinois 
62225-5022;  Phone: 

Henry  Williams  Jr, 

Acting  Air  Force  Federoi  Register  Liaison 
Officer. 

IFR  Doc.  2013-06840  Filed  3-25-13;  8:45  em| 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

U.S.  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board;  Notice  of  Meeting 

AGENCY:  Department  of  the  Air  Force, 
U.S.  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board. 

ACTION:  Meeting  notice. 

SUMMARY:  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Gommittee  Act  of 
1972  (5  U.S.C.,  Appendix,  as  amended), 
the  Government  in  the  Sunshine  Act  of 
1976  (5  U.S.C.  552b,  as  amended),  and 
41  CFR  102-3.150,  the  Department  of 
Defense  announces  that  the  United 
Stales  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board  (SAB)  quarterly  meeting  will  take 
place  on  9  April  201 3  at  the  Eubank 
Conference  Center  on  Barksdale  AFB, 
LA,  The  SAB  will  meet  7:45  a.m.-12;45 
p.m.  with  all  sessions  closed  to  the 
public. 

The  purpose  of  this  quarterly  meeting 
is  to  review  the  status  of  the  FYlS  SAB 
studies  directed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force:  countering  electro-optical 
and  infrared  targeting  system  threats  to 
our  aircraft,  disaggregation  of  satellite 
mission  applications,  and 
communicating  in  a  contested 
environment.  The  SAB  will  receive  a 
presentation  on  the  mission  of  Air  Force 
Global  Strike  Command,  the  host  for  the 
SAB’s  Spring  Board  Meeting.  This  board 
meeting  will  also  include  the 
publication  status  of  the  FYl2  studies, 
the  latest  updates  on  the  ongoing  study 
outbriefs,  as  well  as  discussion  of  the 
SAB’s  review  of  Air  Force  Research 
Laboratory  (AFRL)  science  and 
technology  investments.  The  remaining 
FY13  Board  schedule  and  internal 
restructuring  options  will  also  be 
discussed. 

In  accordance  with  5  U.S.C.  552b,  as 
amended,  and  41  CFR  102-3,155.  this 
meeting  of  the  United  States  Air  Force 
Scientific  Advisory  Board  will  be  closed 
to  the  public  because  it  will  involve 
information  and  matters  covered  by 
sections  5  U.S.C.  552b(c)(l)  and  (2). 

Any  member  of  the  public  wishing  to 
provide  input  to  the  United  States  Air 
Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board  should 
submit  a  written  statement  in 
accordance  with  41  CFR  102-3. 140(c) 
and  section  10(a)(3)  of  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  and  the 
procedures  described  in  this  paragraph. 
Written  statements  can  be  submitted  to 
the  Designated  Federal  Olficor  at  the 
address  detailed  below  at  any  time. 
Statements  being  submitted  in  response 
to  the  agenda  mentioned  in  this  notice 
must  be  received  by  the  Designated 


Federal  Officer  at  the  address  listed 
below  at  least  five  calendar  days  prior 
to  the  meeting  which  is  the  subject  of 
this  notice.  Written  statements  received 
after  this  date  may  not  be  provided  to 
or  considered  by  the  United  States  Air 
Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board  until  its 
next  meeting.  The  Designated  Federal 
Officer  will  review  all  timely 
submissions  with  the  United  Stales  Air 
Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board 
Chairperson  and  ensure  they  are 
provided  to  members  of  the  United 
Stales  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board  before  the  meeting  that  is  the 
subject  of  this  notice. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  The 
United  Slates  Air  Force  Scientific 
Advisory  Board  Executive  Director  and 
Designated  Federal  Officer,  Lt  Col  Derek 
Lincoln,  240-612-5502,  United  Stales 
Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board, 
1500  West  Perimeter  Road.  Ste.  #3300, 
Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762, 
Derek.Lincoln@pentagon.af.mil. 

Henry  Williams  Jr, 

Acting  Air  Force  Federal  Register  Liaison 
Officer. 

IFRDcx.  2013-06781  Filed  3-25-13;  8:45  anil 
SILLING  CODE  5001-10-P 


DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
[Docket  No.  ED-2013-ICCD-0037] 

Agency  Information  Collection 
Activities;  Comment  Request;  Upward 
Bound  and  Upward  Bound  Math 
Science  Annual  Performance  Report 

AGENCY;  The  Office  of  Poslsecondary 
Education  (OPE),  Department  of 
Education  (ED). 

ACTION:  Notice. 


SUMMARY:  In  accordance  with  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  of  1995  (44 
U.S.C.  chapter  3501  et  seq.),  ED  is 
proposing  a  new  information  collection. 
DATES:  Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
submit  comments  on  or  before  Mav  28, 
2013. 

ADDRESSES;  Comments  submitted  in 
response  to  this  notice  should  be 
submitted  electronically  through  the 
Federal  eRulemaking  Portal  at  http:// 
www.reguIations.gov  by  selecting 
Docket  ID  number  ED-2013-ICCD-0037 
or  via  postal  mail,  commercial  delivery, 
or  hand  delivery.  Please  note  that 
comments  submitted  by  fax  or  email 
and  those  submitted  after  the  comment 
period  will  not  bo  accepted.  Written 
requests  for  information  or  comments 
submitted  by  postal  mail  or  delivery 
should  be  addressed  to  the  Director  of 
the  Information  Collection  Clearance 


Fomai  Training  Unit  (FTU}  i 
First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1 ) 

KC-46A^ 

Beddown 


The  U.S.  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  is  preparing  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  assess 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  of 
basing  and  operating  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft, 
associated  infrastructure  and  manpower  to 
establish  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU) 
and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1).  In  order 
to  effectively  define  the  full  range  of  issues  to 
be  evaluated  in  the  EIS,  the  Air  Force  is  holding 
public  scoping  meetings  to  determine  the  EIS 
scope  (i.e.  what  will  be  covered  and  in  what 
detail)  by  soliciting  comments  from  interested 
state  and  federal  agencies  and  interested 
members  of  the  public. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA) 

NEPA  is  our  national  mandate  for  making 
informed  decisions  while  considering 
environmental  impacts.  When  Federal 
agencies  propose  projects  having  the  potential 
to  significantly  impact  the  environment,  NEPA 
requires  the  following  process  be  undertaken  as 
part  of  planning  before  final  decisions  are  made: 

•  Evaluation  and  consideration  of  potential 
environmental  consequences  for  proposals  that 
may  significantly  impact  the  environment,  and 

•  Consideration  of  public  and  government  agency 
comments. 

Where  the  potential  for  significant  environmental 
impacts  exists,  this  evaluation  is  presented  in  an 
EIS,  which: 

•  Identifies  and  describes  the  affected 
environment; 

•  Evaluates  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  from  a  range  of  reasonable 
alternatives:  and 

•  Identifies  environmental  permits  and  specific 
mitigation  measures  that  could  avoid,  minimize, 
or  reduce  potential  environment  consequences. 


The  EIS  Timeline 

I  1  ( IpporluniliCN  for  Public  Invulvcmenl 

CrrTj  Where  We  Are  Now 


SiiCke  Ilf  Intern  lo  ciindticl  cnvirnnmenlal 
HiialyKisun  KC-46A  Bnldotvn 
pubiished  in  Ftdcnil  Rcfiiuer 
Marcti  2013 


Minifflum  30-day  Scoping  Period 
Spring  2013 


Preparation  of  Draft  EIS 
Summer  29J3 


Notice  of  Availability  of  Draft  EIS 
for  public  revien  published  in 
Federal  Register 

Minimum  45-da>  Comment  Period 
Oclaher  2013 


Notice  of  Availability  of  Kins!  EIS 
published  in  Federal  Register  and 
30-da>  EIS  Waiting  Period 
Mank20l4 


Notice  of  Intent  and  Scoping 
The  EIS  begins  with  an  NOI,  which  is  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  \o  announce  the  Air 
Force’s  intent  to  prepare  an  EIS  on  the  KC-46A 
FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  proposed  action  and 
alternatives.  The  NOI  is  the  beginning  of  the 
public  scoping  process,  including  community 
scoping  meetings,  to  provide  the  public  and 
government  agencies  and  entities  time  to  review 
the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 
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Proposed  Action:  FTU  and  MOB  1  KC-46A  Tanker  Beddown 


Purpose  and  Need:  Tanker  Modernization 


The  KC-46A  EIS  will  evaluate  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  two  different  actions; 

1.  Beddown  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  for  one  squadron  at  one  base  for  the  FTU;  and 

2.  Beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three  squadrons  at  one  base  for  the  MOB  1 , 


The  selected  basing  locations  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations  and 
maintenance  support  as  necessary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each 
KC-46A  squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and  pitot 
and  personnel  training. 


The  proposed  FTU  alternative  locations  are: 

•  AltusAir  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma 

•  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 

The  FTU  Mission  would  require  the  use  of  various  auxiliary  airfields  in  Oklahoma.  Texas  and  Kansas. 
The  proposed  MOB  1  alternative  locations  are: 

•  AltusAFB,  Oklahoma 

•  Fairchild  AFB.  Washington 

•  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 

•  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 

Altus  AFB  and  McConnell  AFB  are  being  considered  for  both  the  FTU  or  MOB  1  missions.  No  base 
would  be  selected  for  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions. 


The  Air  Force  is  in  the  early  stages  of 
the  EIS  Process  and  no  decision  has 
been  made  as  to  final  KC-46A  FTU  and 
MOB  1  beddown  iocation(s). 


No-Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No-Action  alternative,  basing  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not  occur  at  this  time.  A  No- 
Action  alternative  will  be  evaluated  for  environmental  consequences  at  each  proposed  beddown 
location,  which  will  provide  a  baseline  for  decision-makers. 


The  purpose  of  the  KC-46A  beddown  is  to  provide  locations  for  training  and  flight  operations.  The 
KC-46A  tankers  are  needed  to  support  a  high-threat,  multi-role  warfighting  capability  to  Commanders 
worldwide.  Trained  pilots  and  personnel  must  be  available  to  meet  necessary  KC-46A  scheduled 
inventory  replenishment  dates  as  older  KC-135  tanker  aircraft  are  withdrawn  from  the  inventory. 


Comparison  of  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 
Performance  Capabilities 


Primacy  Function 

Aenai  refueling  ana  airlift  tvith  200.  OdO  I0» 
total  \iel  for  relueivig 

l-i 

Aerial  leKieUng  and  aifllft  witn  212  000  lbs 
total  fuel  For  refuehng 

Boom  Refueling 

Hydrautw  system  with  1,176  | 

gallons  per  minule  refuelir>g  rale  j 

i-'l 

Compuiar  assisted  with  1  200  gallorts 
per  minule  refueling  rate 

Probe  and  Drogue 
Refueling 

Permanent  system  does  not  exist  j 

-  rnusi  be  lerr^oraniy  added  | 

i-l 

Permoneni  centerlirre  probe  and 
drogue  system 

Boom  and  Probe  &  Drogue 
Refueling  on  Same  Mission 

1 

Not  eepsoie  o*  both  on 
same  mission 

[-1 

CapeUe  of  using  both  refuekng  types 
on  the  same  mission 

Refueling  ofTwo Aircraft  at 
the  Same  Time 

Umiled  to  20  tankers  with  the  eapabUitv  ' 
to  attseh  wing  pods  and  conduct 
muKpoMrefuMng  of  two  aircraft  j 

[-1 

Al  tankers  nave  the  capabMy  to  attach  wmg 
pods  and  condua  rruaiponl  lefuesng 

CargofPassertger/ 
Medical  Patient  Capacity 

6  cargo  paMts  53  passengers. 

44  medical  patients 

[-1 

18  cargo  pallets.  114  passengers 

54  rnedical  patients 

Defensive  Systems 

Does  not  possess  sufhcMni  systems 

[-1 

Protection  from  nudear,  mfrared  thaai 
seeking  irwsHes)  and  biochemical  threats 

Night-time  Refueling 

ResVided  irr  tactcai  missons  j 

[-1 

Able  (0  reFual  in  tacteal  missions 

Source  GAO  preeemaUofl  of  Air  Force  inFormstlon  OBoemg  Company  (KC-46A  photo) 


V 


3 


Final 


A.2-3 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A,2,l  IICEP  Letter  (Continued) 


Environmental  Resources 

The  Air  Force  understands  the  potential  for  the 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  to  affect 
environmental  resources.  As  part  of  the  EIS,  the 
Air  Force  will  analyze  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  changes  made  to 
support  KC'46A  operation  and  training,  including 
changes  in  personnel,  construction  of  facilities, 
and  the  inclusion  of  KC-46A  training  and  flight 
operation  activities.  The  environmental 
resource  areas,  to  the  right,  are  currently  under 
consideration  in  the  EIS. 

Please  take  this  opportunity  to: 

E!  Learn  about  the  proposal, 

Si  Identify  community-specific  issues. 

Si  Make  sure  you  are  included  on  our 
mailing  list. 


Public  Scoping  Meetings 

5:00  p.m.  -  8:00  p.m. 

April  9.  2013 
Altus  Air  Force  Base 
Southwest  Technology  Center 
711  W.  Tamarack  Rd  .  Altus,  OK 

April  11,  2013 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

Eugene  M  Hughes  Metro  Complex  Rm  180 

5015  E,  29th  St  N  .  Wichita.  KS 

April  16,  2013 
Fairchild  Air  Force  Base 
Lincoln  Center.  1316  North  Lincoln  Street 
Spokane,  WA 

April  18,  2013 
Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base 
Ramada  Inn,  1205  North  43rd  Street 
Grand  Forks.  ND 


Environmental  Resource  Areas 
include: 


Airspace  Operations 

•  Airspace 

•  Noise 

•  Air  Quality 

•  Safety 

o  Flight  Safety 
o  Ground  Safety 

Natural  Resources 

•  Geology  and  Soils 

•  Surface  Water  and 
Groundwater 

•  Wetlands  and 
Floodplains 

•  Biological  Resources 


Cultural  Resources 

•  Archaeological, 
Architectural, 
and  Traditional 


Resources 

Hyman 

•  Land  Use 

•  Recreation 

•  Socioeconomics 

•  Environmental  Justice  and 

Protection  of  Children 

•  Infrastructure  (utilities  and 
public  services) 

■  Hazardous  Materials 
and  Waste 

•  Transportation 


How  to  Submit  Comments 

Submit  comments  electronically  at 
www.KC-46A-bgtlilown.cgm 
or  by  mail  before  May  17,  2013  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB  IL  62225*5022 
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A,2.2  IICEP  Mailing  List 

A.2.2. 1  Altus  AFB  IICEP  Mailing  List 


Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

City 

State 

Zip 

The  Honorable 

Frank  D. 

Lucas 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Oklahoma  District  3 

Washington 

DC 

20515 

The  Honorable 

Tom 

Coburn 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Oklahoma 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

John 

Cornyn 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Texas 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

John 

Cornyn 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Texas 

Lubbock 

TX 

79401 

The  Honorable 

Ted 

Cruz 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Texas 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

Ted 

Cruz 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Texas 

Houston 

TX 

77002 

The  Honorable 

James  M. 

Inhofe 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Oklahoma 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

Rick 

Perry 

Governor 

Texas  Governor's  Office 

Austin 

TX 

78711 

The  Honorable 

John  M. 

Frullo 

Representative 

Texas  House  of  Representatives,  District  84 

Lubbock 

TX 

79414 

The  Honorable 

Charles 

Perry 

Representative 

Texas  House  of  Representatives,  District  83 

Lubbock 

TX 

79424 

The  Honorable 

Four 

Price 

Representative 

Texas  House  of  Representatives,  District  87 

Amarillo 

TX 

79101 

The  Honorable 

Jonathan 

Strickland 

Representative 

Texas  House  of  Representatives,  District  92 

Austin 

TX 

78768 

The  Honorable 

Wendy 

Davis 

Senator 

Texas  Senate,  District  10 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

76107 

The  Honorable 

Robert  L. 

Duncan 

Senator 

Texas  Senate,  District  28 

Lubbock 

TX 

79401 

The  Honorable 

Kelly 

Hancock 

Senator 

Texas  Senate,  District  9 

Austin 

TX 

78711 

The  Honorable 

Kel 

Seliger 

Senator 

Texas  Senate,  District  31 

Amarillo 

TX 

79105 

Councilmembers 

Altus  City  Council 

Altus 

OK 

73522 

Commissioners  of  Jackson 
County 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Councilmembers 

City  of  Altus  City  Council 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

The  Honorable 

Paul 

Harpole 

Mayor 

City  of  Amarillo  Mayor's  Office 

Amarillo 

TX 

79101 

The  Honorable 

Betsy 

Price 

Mayor 

City  of  Fort  Worth  Mayor's  Office 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

76102 

The  Honorable 

Glen 

Robertson 

Mayor 

City  of  Lubbock  Mayor's  Office 

Lubbock 

TX 

79457 

The  Honorable 

David 

Webb 

Mayor 

City  of  Altus  Mayor's  Office 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Ms. 

Catherine 

Coke 

City  of  Altus,  Attorney 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Region  6 

Dallas 

TX 

75202-2733 

Intermountain  Regional  Office 

National  Park  Service 

Denver 

CO 

80225 

Dr. 

Benjamin 

Tuggle 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Southwest  Region 

Albuquerque 

NM 

87103-1306 

Executive 

Director 

Zak 

Covar 

Executive  Director 

Texas  Commission  on  Environmental  Quality 

Austin 

TX 

78711-3087 
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Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

City 

State 

Zip 

Wildlife  Division,  Nongame  & 
Species  Program 

Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Department 

Austin 

TX 

78744 

The  Honorable 

Kenny 

Merchant 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Texas  District  12 

Washington 

DC 

20515 

The  Honorable 

Kenny 

Merchant 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Texas  District  12 

Irving 

TX 

75063 

The  Honorable 

Randy 

Neugebauer 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Texas  District  19 

Washington 

DC 

20515 

The  Honorable 

Randy 

Neugebauer 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Texas  District  19 

Lubbock 

TX 

79401 

The  Honorable 

Mac 

Thornberry 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Texas  District  13 

Washington 

DC 

20515 

The  Honorable 

Mac 

Thornberry 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Texas  District  13 

Amarillo 

TX 

79101 

Ms. 

Elizabeth 

Gray 

Administrator 

City  of  Altus 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Ms. 

Kelly 

Pinion 

Lubbock  County  Clerk's  Office 

Lubbock 

TX 

79401 

Ms. 

Julie 

Smith 

Potter  County  Clerk's  Office 

Amarillo 

TX 

79105 

Ms. 

Mary  Louise 

Garcia 

Tarrant  County  Clerk's  Office 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

76196 

Ms. 

Teresa 

Bruner 

Administrator 

Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Southwest  Region 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

76137 

Brian 

Ness 

Director 

Department  of  Transportation,  Texas 

Boise 

ID 

83707-1129 

Mike 

Patterson 

Chief  of  Police 

Altus  Police  Department 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Shane 

Hokett 

Director 

Military  Affairs  Committee,  Hokett  Construction 

Blair 

OK 

73526 

Barbara 

Burleson 

Planning  Director 

City  of  Altus  Planning  and  Development 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Randall 

Harwood 

Director 

City  of  Fort  Worth  Planning  and  Development 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

76102 

Planning  Commission  &  Board 
of  Adjustments 

City  of  Elk  City 

Elk  City 

OK 

73644 

Kelley 

Shaw 

Planning  Director 

City  of  Amarillo  Planning  Department 

Amarillo 

TX 

79105-1971 

City  of  Clinton  Planning  Department 

Clinton 

OK 

73601 

Code  of  Ordinances  Planning 
Department 

City  of  Lubbock 

Lubbock 

TX 

79401 

Mr. 

Tim 

Murphy 

Altus  Police  Department 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Sherriff 

Roger 

Levick 

Jackson  County  Sheriff 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Mr. 

Johnny 

Freeman 

Oklahoma  Highway  Patrol  in  Altus 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Mr. 

Jantz 

Bain 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Humphrey's  Co-Op 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Mr. 

Kerry 

Bull 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

First  National  Bank 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Dana 

Darby 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus  Christian  Academy 

Altus 

OK 

73521 
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Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

City 

State 

Zip 

N.  Lee 

Doughty 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

First  State  Bank 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Jim 

Cover 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

NBC  Oklahoma 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Mr. 

Shane 

Hokett 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Hokett  Construction 

Blair 

OK 

73526 

Mr. 

Rodger 

Kerr 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Southwest  Technology  Center 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Colonel 

Anthony  B. 

Krawietz 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

97th  AMW/CC 

Altus  AFB 

OK 

73523 

Ms. 

Mary 

Kruska 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Tamarack  Retirement  Center 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Dr. 

Joe 

Leverett 

Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Krystal 

Martin 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Belles  &  Beaux 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Board  Member 

Jim 

Norris 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Boeing 

Altus 

OK 

73522 

Reverend 

David 

Player 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

First  United  Methodist  Church 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Board  Member 

Brenda 

Pruitt 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Integris  Family  Care  Altus 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Board  Member 

Danny 

Robbins 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Agriculture  Affairs  Committee 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Mayor 

David 

Webb 

Board  Member, 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

City  of  Altus 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Ms. 

Eva 

Lucas 

Chairman 

Committee  of  100,  Lucas  Farms 

Elmer 

OK 

73539 

Dr. 

Joe 

Leverett 

President,  Chairman 

Military  Affairs  Committee 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Altus/Quartz  Mountain  Regional  Airport 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Fort  Worth  Meacham  International  Airport 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

76106 

Lubbock  International  Airport 

Lubbock 

TX 

79404 

Director 

Patrick 

Rhodes 

Aviation  Director 

Rick  Husband  Amarillo  International  Airport 

Amarillo 

TX 

79111 

Director 

James 

Loomis 

Aviation  Director 

Preston  Smith  International  Airport 

Lubbock 

TX 

79401 

Clinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark/OSIDA 

Burns  Flat 

OK 

73624 

Mr. 

Christopher 

Ash 

Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

76102 
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Mr. 

Mark 

Haught 

Altus  High  School 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Ms. 

Kristy 

Greer 

Western  Oklahoma  State  College 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Mr. 

Lloyd 

Colston 

Altus  Emergency  Management  Services 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Mr. 

Shaun 

Cecil 

Jackson  County  EMS 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

Agency  Representative 
Oklahoma  Biological  Survey 

Oklahoma  Natural  Heritage  Inventory 

Norman 

OK 

73019-0575 

Texas  Historical  Commission 

Austin 

TX 

78711-2276 

The  Honorable 

Frank  D. 

Lucas 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Oklahoma  District  3 

Yukon 

OK 

73099 

The  Honorable 

Tom 

Coburn 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Oklahoma 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73102 

The  Honorable 

James  M. 

Inhofe 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate , Oklahoma 

Enid 

OK 

73701 

The  Honorable 

Mary 

Fallin 

Governor 

Oklahoma  Governor's  Office 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Charles  L. 

Ortega 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  052 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Charles  L. 

Ortega 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  052 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

The  Honorable 

Todd 

Russ 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  055 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Todd 

Russ 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  055 

Cordell 

OK 

73632 

The  Honorable 

G.  Harold 

Wright  Jr. 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  057 

Weatherford 

OK 

73096 

The  Honorable 

G.  Harold 

Wright  Jr. 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  057 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Tom 

Ivester 

Senator 

Oklahoma  Senate,  District  026 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Tom 

Ivester 

Senator 

Oklahoma  Senate,  District  026 

Elk  City 

OK 

73648 

The  Honorable 

Mike 

Schulz 

Senator 

Oklahoma  Senate,  District  038 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Mike 

Schulz 

Senator 

Oklahoma  Senate,  District  038 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

The  Honorable 

Teresa 

Mulllcan 

Mayor 

City  of  Elk  City  Mayor's  Office 

Elk  City 

OK 

73644 

Ms. 

Cheryl 

Snipes 

City  Clerk 

City  of  Elk  City 

Elk  City 

OK 

73648 

Ms. 

Lisa 

Anders 

City  Clerk 

Clinton  City 

Clinton 

OK 

73601 

Oklahoma  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Tulsa 

OK 

74145-1352 

Oklahoma  Field  Office 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Tulsa 

OK 

74128-4629 

Oklahoma  Ecological  Services 
Field  Office 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Tulsa 

OK 

74129-1428 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Environmental  Quality 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73101-1677 

Environmental  Restoration 
Mission,  Tulsa  District 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Tulsa 

OK 

74128-4609 

Ms. 

Jeanette 

Hannah 

Muskogee  Area  Director 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Muskogee 

OK 

74401 
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Mr. 

Ron  L. 

Hillard 

State  Conservationist 

Natural  Resources 

Conservation  Service 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

Stillwater 

OK 

74075-2655 

Altus  Service  Center 

USDA  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

Altus 

OK 

73521-1305 

Southern  Plains  Regional 

Office 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Anadarko 

OK 

73005 

Great  Plains  State  Park 

MountaiNorth 

Park 

OK 

73559 

Ms. 

Margaret 

Graham 

Consumer  Assistance  Program 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Environmental  Quality 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73201 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Wildlife  Conservation 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73152 

Agency  Representative 

Natural  Resources  Section 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Wildlife  Conservation 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73505 

Mr. 

Gary 

Ridley 

Director 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Transportation 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

Oklahoma  Tourism  &  Recreation  Dept. 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73102 

Melvina 

Heisch 

Deputy  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer 

Oklahoma  Historical  Society 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

Oklahoma  Historical  Society 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 
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The  Honorable 

Raul  R. 

Labrador 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Idaho  District  1 

Coeur  d'Alene 

ID 

83814 

The  Honorable 

Raul  R. 

Labrador 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Idaho  District  1 

Washington 

DC 

20515 

The  Honorable 

Cathy 

McMorris 

Rodgers 

Congresswoman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington  District  5 

Washington 

DC 

20515 

The  Honorable 

Cathy 

McMorris 

Rodgers 

Congresswoman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington  District  5 

Spokane 

WA 

99201 

The  Honorable 

Maria 

Cantwell 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

Maria 

Cantwell 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington 

Spokane 

WA 

99201 

The  Honorable 

Mike 

Crapo 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Idaho 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

Mike 

Crape 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Idaho 

Coeur  d'Alene 

ID 

83814 

The  Honorable 

Patty 

Murray 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

Patty 

Murray 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington 

Spokane 

WA 

99201 

The  Honorable 

James  E. 

Risch 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Idaho 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

James  E. 

Risch 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Idaho 

Coeur  d'Alene 

ID 

83814 

The  Honorable 

Jay 

Inslee 

Governor 

Washington  Governor's  Office 

Olympia 

WA 

98504-0002 

The  Honorable 

C.L.  "Butch" 

Otter 

Governor 

Idaho  Governor's  Office 

Boise 

ID 

83720 

The  Honorable 

Larry 

Crouse 

Representative 

Washington  House  of  Representatives,  District  4 

Olympia 

WA 

98504-0600 

The  Honorable 

Jeff 

Holy 

Representative 

Washington  House  of  Representatives,  District  6 

Olympia 

WA 

98504-0600 

The  Honorable 

Timm 

Ormsby 

Representative 

Washington  House  of  Representatives,  District  3 

Olympia 

WA 

98504-0600 

The  Honorable 

Kevin 

Parker 

Representative 

Washington  House  of  Representatives,  District  6 

Olympia 

WA 

98504-0600 

The  Honorable 

Marcus 

Riccelli 

Representative 

Washington  House  of  Representatives,  District  3 

Olympia 

WA 

98504-0600 

The  Honorable 

Matt 

Shea 

Representative 

Washington  House  of  Representatives,  District  4 

Olympia 

WA 

98504-0600 

The  Honorable 

Michael 

Baumgartner 

Senator 

Washington  Senate,  District  6 

Olympia 

WA 

98504-0406 

The  Honorable 

Andy 

Billig 

Senator 

Washington  Senate,  District  3 

Olympia 

WA 

98504-0403 

The  Honorable 

Mike 

Padden 

Senator 

Washington  Senate,  District  4 

Olympia 

WA 

98504-0404 

The  Honorable 

David 

Condon 

Mayor 

City  of  Spokane  Mayor's  Office 

Spokane 

WA 

99201 

County  Clerk 

Spokane  County 

Spokane 

WA 

99260 

Ms. 

Laura  Jo 

West 

Supervisor 

Colville  National  Forest 

Colville 

WA 

99114 

Mr. 

Dennis  E. 

McLerran 

Regional  Administrator 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  10 

Seattle 

WA 

98101 

Ms. 

Robyn 

Thorson 

Regional  Director,  Pacific 

Region 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Portland 

OR 

97232 

Director 

Jose 

Linares 

Region  6,  Pacific  Northwest 

U.S.  Forest  Service 

Portland 

OR 

97204-3440 
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NEPA  Program  Coordinator 

Upper  Columbia  Fish  and  Wildlife  Office 

Spokane 

Valley 

WA 

99206 

Ms. 

Kathryn 

Vernon 

Regional  Administrator, 
Northwest  Mountain 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Renton 

WA 

98057 

Mr. 

John 

Townsley 

Legislative  Director 

Washington  Pilots  Association 

Spokane 

WA 

99205 

Mr. 

John 

Andrews 

Regional  Director 

Washington  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Spokane 

Valley 

WA 

99216-1566 

Mr. 

Dave 

Duncan 

Water  Quality 

Washington  State  Department  of  Ecology 

Spokane 

WA 

99205-1295 

Ms. 

Lynn 

Peterson 

Secretary  of  T ransportation 

Washington  Department  of  Transportation 

Qlympia 

WA 

98504 

Mr. 

Phil 

Wilson 

Executive  Director 

Idaho  Department  of  Transportation 

Austin 

TX 

78701 

Dr. 

Allyson 

Brooks 

State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer 

Department  of  Archaeology  &  Historic  Preservation 

Qlympia 

WA 

98501 

Mr. 

Joe 

Southwell 

Air  Quality  Engineer 

Spokane  Regional  Clean  Air  Agency 

Spokane 

WA 

99207-5384 

City  of  Airway  Heights  Planning  Department 

Airway  Heights 

WA 

99001 

Mr. 

Scott 

Chesney 

Planning  Director 

City  of  Spokane  Planning  and  Development 

Spokane 

WA 

99201 

Mr. 

Dave 

Yadon 

Planning  Director 

City  of  Coeur  d'Alene  Planning  Commission 

Coeur  d'Alene 

ID 

83814 

Mr. 

Derrick 

Braaten 

City  Planner 

City  of  Airway  Heights  Planning  Department 

Airway  Heights 

WA 

99001 

Public  Works  Building  and 
Planning 

Spokane  County  Planning  Department 

Spokane 

WA 

99260 

Ms. 

E.  Susan 

Meyer 

Spokane  Transit  Authority 

Spokane 

WA 

99201-2686 

Mr. 

Rob 

Higgins 

Spokane  Association  of  Realtors 

Spokane 

WA 

99205-4206 

Mr. 

David 

Holmes 

Spokane  International  Airport 

Spokane 

WA 

99224 

Washington  Air  National  Guard 

Fairchild  AFB 

WA 

99011-9621 

Mr. 

Terrance 

Brown 

Spokane  Community  College 

Spokane 

WA 

99217-5410 

Blair  Elementary  School 

Fairchild  AFB 

WA 

99011 

Ltc 

Russell 

Pritchard,  Jr. 

Gonzaga  University 

Spokane 

WA 

99258-0001 

Mr. 

Terry 

Munther 

Medical  Lake  School  District 

Medical  Lake 

WA 

99022-9737 

Park  College  92  MSS/DPE 

Fairchild  AFB 

WA 

99011-9469 
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The  Honorable 

Kevin 

Cramer 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  North  Dakota 

Washington 

DC 

20515 

The  Honorable 

Kevin 

Cramer 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  North  Dakota 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58202 

The  Honorable 

Heidi 

Heitkamp 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  North  Dakota 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

Heidi 

Heitkamp 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  North  Dakota 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

The  Honorable 

John 

Hoeven 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  North  Dakota 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

John 

Hoeven 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  North  Dakota 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

The  Honorable 

Jack 

Dalrymple 

Governor 

North  Dakota  Governor's  Office 

Bismarck 

ND 

58505-0001 

The  Honorable 

Eliot 

Glasheim 

Representative 

North  Dakota  House  of  Representatives,  District  18 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203-3203 

The  Honorable 

Mark  S. 

Owens 

Representative 

North  Dakota  House  of  Representatives,  District  17 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201-2820 

The  Honorable 

Mark  S. 

Sanford 

Representative 

North  Dakota  House  of  Representatives,  District  17 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201-2904 

The  Honorable 

Marie 

Strinden 

Representative 

North  Dakota  House  of  Representatives,  District  18 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201-4765 

The  Honorable 

Ray 

Holmberg 

Senator 

North  Dakota  State  Senate,  District  1 7 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201-7717 

The  Honorable 

Constance 

Triplett 

Senator 

North  Dakota  State  Senate,  District  1 8 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58206-5178 

Commissioner 

Harvey 

Hope 

Commissioner 

Cavalier  County  Commission 

Langdon 

ND 

58249 

Mr. 

Hal 

Gershman 

Councilmember 

Grand  Forks  City  Council 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

Mr. 

Eliot 

Glassheim 

Councilmember 

Grand  Forks  City  Council 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

Commissioners 

Grand  Forks  Commissioners 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201-4715 

Ms. 

Constance 

Triplett 

Commission  Chair 

Grand  Forks  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58206-6372 

Mr. 

Gary 

Malm 

Commission  Chairman 

Grand  Forks  County  Commissioners 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

The  Honorable 

Lynn 

Stauss 

Mayor 

City  of  East  Grand  Forks  Mayor's  Office 

East  Grand 
Forks 

MN 

56721 

Commissioners 

Commissioners 

Polk  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

Crookston 

MN 

56716 

The  Honorable 

Michael 

Brown 

Mayor 

City  of  Grand  Forks 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58206-5200 

Ms. 

Vivian 

Drees 

Clerk/Treasurer 

Grand  Forks  County 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

Mr. 

Robert  W. 

Johnson 

Commissioner 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Washington 

DC 

20240-0001 

Mr. 

Dennis  E. 

Breitzman 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Dakotas  Area  Office 

Bismarck 

ND 

58501 

Mr. 

Michael  J. 

Ryan 

Regional  Director 

Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Great  Plains  Regional  Office 

Billings 

MT 

59107-6900 

Mr. 

Horst 

Greczmiel 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

Washington 

DC 

20501 

Ms. 

Dana 

Allen 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  8 

Denver 

CO 

80202-1129 

Mr. 

James 

Hanley 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  9 

Denver 

CO 

80202-1129 

Acting  Regional 
Administrator 

Carol 

Rushin 

Acting  Regional  Administrator 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  10 

Denver 

CO 

80202-1129 
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Regional 

Director 

Noreen 

Walsh 

Regional  Director 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Lakewood 

CO 

80228 

Mr. 

Jeff 

Towner 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  North  Dakota  Field  Office 

Bismarck 

ND 

58501-7926 

Mr. 

Jim 

Alfonso 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

58301 

Mr. 

Shawn 

Bayless 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Bismarck 

ND 

58501 

Mrs. 

Michael 

Ramirez 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

58301 

Ms. 

Diane 

Blair 

Base  Realignment  Impact  Center 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

Deputy  Regional  Director 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Great  Plains  Regional  Office 

Aberdeen 

SD 

57401-4384 

Mr. 

Kelly 

Nelson 

FAA  Minneapolis  Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center 

Minneapolis 

MN 

55450-2704 

Mr. 

Barry 

Cooper 

Regional  Administrator 

Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Great  Lakes  Region 

Des  Plaines 

IL 

60018 

Mr. 

Steve 

Obenauer 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Bismarck 

ND 

58504 

Mr. 

Dan 

Cimarosti 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Bismarck 

ND 

58504 

Mr. 

Jason  M. 

Lambrecht 

Supv  Flydrologist 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

Mr. 

Don 

Kilma 

Advisory  Council  on  Flistoric  Preservation 

Washington 

DC 

20004 

L. 

Noehre 

District  Engineer,  Grand  Forks 

North  Dakota  Department  of  Transportation,  District  6 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58208-3077 

W. 

Swenson 

District  Engineer,  Devils  Lake 

North  Dakota  Department  of  Transportation,  District  3 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

58301-3628 

JR 

Flores 

State  Conservationist 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

Bismarck 

ND 

58501 

Mr. 

Brenton 

Sampson 

Pikeville 

NC 

27863 

Mr. 

Roger 

Johnson 

Agriculture  Commissioner 

North  Dakota  Department  of  Agriculture 

Bismark 

ND 

58505-0020 

Mr. 

Larry 

Kotchman 

State  Forester 

North  Dakota  Forest  Service 

Bottineu 

ND 

58318 

Mr. 

Jeff 

Faught 

North  Dakota  Game  and  Fish  Department 

Bismarck 

ND 

58504 

Terry 

Steinwand 

Director 

North  Dakota  Game  and  Fish  Department 

Bismarck 

ND 

58501-5095 

Mr. 

Douglass 

Prchal 

Director 

North  Dakota  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 

Bismarck 

ND 

58503-0649 

Mr. 

Larry 

Knudtson 

Research  Analyst 

North  Dakota  State  Water  Commission 

Bismarck 

ND 

58505-0850 

Mr. 

Grant 

Levi 

Interim  Director 

North  Dakota  Department  of  Transportation 

Bismarck 

ND 

58505-0700 

Division  of  Community 

Services 

North  Dakota  Department  of  Commerce 

Bismarck 

ND 

58502-2057 

Dr. 

Terry 

Dwelle 

North  Dakota  Department  of  Flealth 

Bismarck 

ND 

58505-0200 

Mr. 

Paul 

Govig 

Director,  Division  of 

Community  Services 

North  Dakota  Department  of  Commerce 

Bismarck 

ND 

58503 
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Mr. 

Jeff 

Rotenberger 

Energy  and  Information 

Security  Program  Manager 

North  Dakota  Energy  Department 

Bismarck 

ND 

58502-2057 

Merlan 

Paaverud,  Jr. 

State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer 

State  Historical  Society  of  North  Dakota 

Bismarck 

ND 

58505-0830 

Mr. 

Curt 

Kreun 

City  of  Grand  Forks 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

Mr. 

Mark  R. 

Fisher 

District  Wildlife  Biologist 

Devils  Lake  Wetland  Management  District 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

58301 

Mr. 

Barry 

Wilfahrt 

President  &  CEO 

Grand  Forks  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

Klause 

Thiessen 

President 

Economic  Development  Corporation, 

Grand  Forks  Region 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

Lane 

Magnunson 

County  Planner 

County  of  Grand  Forks  Planning  &  Zoning 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

Mr. 

Brad 

Gengler 

City  Planner 

City  of  Grand  Forks  Planning  Department 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

Mr. 

Eric 

Giltner 

Small  Business  Administration 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

Mr. 

Duaine 

Ash 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

58301 

Mr. 

Paul 

Brusseau 

Walhalla 

ND 

58282 

Mr. 

David 

Kragnes 

Felton 

MN 

56536 

Ms. 

Anna 

Spivey 

Langdon 

ND 

58249 

Mr. 

Skip 

Greenberg 

Greenberg  Realty 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

Mr. 

Danny 

Holwerda 

Chairperson 

GF-EGF  Chamber  of  Military  Appreciation  Committee 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

Mr. 

John 

Colter 

Grand  Forks  Board  of  Realtors 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

Alpine  Aviation,  Inc 

Provo 

UT 

84601 

Mr. 

Ken 

Schuler 

Civil  Air  Patrol  (CAP) 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201 

Mr. 

Roger 

McGrath 

Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Southwest  Region 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

76137 

Mr. 

John  H. 

Page,  Jr. 

Air  Traffic  Organization 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Washington 

DC 

20591 

Mr. 

David 

Cink 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

GFK  Flight  Support 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

Mr. 

Steve 

Johnson 

Facility  Manager 

Grand  Forks  Regional  Airport  Authority 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

Grand  Forks  Regional  Airport  Authority 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

National  Air  T ransportation  Assoc. 

Alexandria 

VA 

22302 

National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials 

Silver  Spring 

MD 

20910-5600 

National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials 

Washington  National  Airport 

Washington 

DC 

20001 

National  Business  Aviation  Assoc. 

Washington 

DC 

20036 
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A.  2. 2. 3  Grand  Forks  AFB  IICEP  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 


Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

City 

State  Zip 

Ms. 

Cindy 

Schreiber-Beck 

Executive  Director 

North  Dakota  Aerial  Agricultural  Association 

Wahpeton 

ND 

58075 

Mr. 

Gary  R. 

Ness 

Executive  Director 

North  Dakota  Aeronautics  Commission 

Bismarck 

ND 

58502-5020 

Mr. 

Robert 

Simmers 

Chairman 

North  Dakota  Aviation  Association 

Bismarck 

ND 

58504 

Mr. 

Darrel 

Pittman 

Chairman 

North  Dakota  Aviation  Council 

Bismarck 

ND 

58503-6409 

Mr. 

Rod 

Brekken 

President 

North  Dakota  Aviation  Mechanics  Association 

Casselton 

ND 

58012 

North  Dakota  National  Guard 

Bismarck 

ND 

58502 

Mr. 

Paul 

Hanson 

President 

North  Dakota  Pilots  Association 

Emerado 

ND 

58228 

Mr. 

Trent 

Teets 

Chairman 

North  Dakota  Sports  Aviation  Association 

West  Fargo 

ND 

58078 

Mr. 

Ben 

Trapnell 

University  of  North  Dakota  Aerospace 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58202-9007 

Ms. 

Vicki 

Ericson 

Grand  Forks  School  Board 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58201-8835 

Mr. 

Bob 

Concannon 

University  of  North  Dakota 

GFAFB 

ND 

58204 

General 

Al 

Palmer 

University  of  North  Dakota 

Grand  Forks 

ND 

58203 

USPFO  ND  Camp  Grafton 

North  Dakota  Army  National  Guard 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

58301-8500 

Mr. 

David 

Sprynczynatyk 

Adjutant  General 

North  Dakota  Department  of  Emergency  Services 

Bismark 

ND 

58506 

Aden 

Lancaster 

Chief 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

Washington 

DC 

20250 

Ms. 

Mike 

Myers 

Director 

U.S.  Geological  Survey  National  Center 

Reston 

VA 

20192 

Mr. 

Larry 

Taborsky 

Director 

National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials 

Bismarck 

ND 

58502 

Ms. 

Deborah  A. 

Painte 

Indian  Affairs  Commission 

Bismarck 

ND 

58505-0300 
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Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

City 

State 

Zip 

The  Honorable 

Mike 

Pompeo 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Kansas  District  4 

Washington 

DC 

20515 

The  Honorable 

Mike 

Pompeo 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Kansas  District  4 

Wichita 

KS 

67207 

The  Honorable 

Jerry 

Moran 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Kansas 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

Jerry 

Moran 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Kansas 

Wichita 

KS 

67226 

The  Honorable 

Pat 

Roberts 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Kansas 

Washington 

DC 

20510 

The  Honorable 

Pat 

Roberts 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Kansas 

Wichita 

KS 

67202 

The  Honorable 

Lynn 

Jenkins 

Congresswoman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Kansas  District  2 

Washington 

DC 

20515 

The  Honorable 

Lynn 

Jenkins 

Congresswoman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Kansas  District  2 

Topeka 

KS 

66606 

The  Honorable 

Sam 

Brownback 

Governor 

Kansas  Governor's  Office 

Topeka 

KS 

66603-3434 

The  Honorable 

John 

Alcala 

Representative 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  District  57 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Nile 

Dillmore 

Representative 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  District  92 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Gail 

Finney 

Representative 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  District  84 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Ramon 

Gonzalez 

Representative 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  District  47 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Harold 

Lane 

Representative 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  District  58 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Annie 

Tietze 

Representative 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  District  56 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Ponka-We 

Victors 

Representative 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  District  103 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Les 

Donovan 

Senator 

Kansas  State  Senate,  District  27 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Oletha 

Faust-Goudeau 

Senator 

Kansas  State  Senate,  District  29 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Anthony 

Hensley 

Senator 

Kansas  State  Senate,  District  19 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Laura 

Kelly 

Senator 

Kansas  State  Senate,  District  18 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Ty 

Masterson 

Senator 

Kansas  State  Senate,  District  16 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Carolyn 

McGinn 

Senator 

Kansas  State  Senate,  District  31 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Mike 

Peterson 

Senator 

Kansas  State  Senate,  District  28 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Vicki 

Schmidt 

Senator 

Kansas  State  Senate,  District  20 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Susan 

Wagle 

Senator 

Kansas  State  Senate,  District  30 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Carl 

Brewer 

Mayor 

City  Council,  Mayor 

Wichita 

KS 

67202 

The  Honorable 

Carl 

Brewer 

Mayor 

City  of  Wichita  Mayor's  Office 

Wichita 

KS 

67202 

The  Honorable 

William 

Bunten 

Mayor 

City  of  Topeka  Mayor's  Office 

Topeka 

KS 

66603 

Mr. 

Kelly 

Arnold 

County  Clerk 

Sedgewick  County 

Wichita 

KS 

67203 

Ms. 

Cyndi 

Beck 

County  Clerk 

Shawnee  County 

Topeka 

KS 

66603 

Rocky  Mountain  Region 

U.S.  Forest  Service 

Golden 

CO 

80401 
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A.2.2.4  McConnell  AFB  IICEP  Mailing  List  ( Continued) 


Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

City 

State 

Zip 

Mr. 

Joe 

Cothern 

Environmental  Review 
Coordinator 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  VII 

Kansas  City 

KS 

66101 

Ms. 

Noreen 

Walsh 

Regional  Director 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Lakewood 

CO 

80228 

Mr. 

Joe 

Miniace 

Regional  Administrator 

Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Central  Region 

Kansas  City 

MO 

64106-2641 

Mr. 

John 

Mitchell 

Director,  Division  of 

Environment 

Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment 

Topeka 

KS 

66612-1367 

Operations  Office 

USFWS  Kansas  Dept,  of  Wildlife,  Parks  &  Tourism 

Pratt 

KS 

67124 

Mr. 

Mike 

King 

Secretary  of  Transportation 

Kansas  Department  of  Transportation 

Topeka 

KS 

66603-3754 

Ms. 

Jennie 

Chinn 

Executive  Director 

Kansas  State  Historical  Society, 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Topeka 

KS 

66615-1099 

The  Honorable 

Dion 

Avello 

Mayor 

City  of  Derby  Mayor's  Office 

Derby 

KS 

67037-3533 

Mr. 

Cody 

Bird 

City  Planner 

City  of  Derby  Planning  Department 

Derby 

KS 

67037-3533 

Ms. 

Allison 

Moeding 

Director 

City  of  Derby  Economic  Development 

Derby 

KS 

67037-3533 

Ms. 

Kathy 

Sexton 

City  Manager 

City  of  Derby  City  Manager's  Office 

Derby 

KS 

67037-3533 

Mr. 

Dan 

Squires 

City  Engineer 

City  of  Derby 

Derby 

KS 

67037-3533 

Shawn 

Maloney 

Interim  Environmental  Health 
Manager 

City  of  Wichita,  Office  of  Environmental  Health 

Wichita 

KS 

67214 

Ms. 

Kristi 

Zukovich 

Sedgwick  County  Community  Development 

Wichita 

KS 

67203 

Mr. 

Bill 

Fiander 

Director 

City  of  Topeka  Planning  Department 

Topeka 

KS 

66607 

Shawnee  County  Planning  Department 

Topeka 

KS 

66618 

Wichita-Sedgwick  County  Planning  Department 

Wichita 

KS 

67202 

Mr. 

Bill 

Buchanan 

Sedgwick  County  Manager's  Office 

Wichita 

KS 

67203 

Mr. 

John 

Schlegel 

Director  of  Planning 

Wichita  Sedgwick  County 

Wichita 

KS 

67202-1688 

Marty 

Miller 

Executive  Director 

Botanica 

Wichita 

KS 

67203-3199 

Jan 

Harper 

Chief  Financial  Officer 

Wichita  Art  Museum 

Wichita 

KS 

67203-3296 

Mr. 

Bernie 

Koch 

Kansas  Economic  Progress  Council 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

Forbes  Field 

Metropolitan  Topeka  Airport  Authority 

Topeka 

KS 

66619 

Mr. 

Victor  D. 

White 

Director  of  Airports 

Wichita  Airport  Authority 

Wichita 

KS 

67209 

The  Honorable 

Judith 

Loganbill 

Representative 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  District  86 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Jean 

Schodorf 

Senator 

Kansas  Senate,  District  25 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Annie 

Mah 

Representative 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  District  53 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Benny 

Boman 

Representative 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  District  95 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 

The  Honorable 

Dick 

Kelsey 

Senator 

Kansas  Senate,  District  26 

Topeka 

KS 

66612 
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Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

City 

State 

Zip 

The  Honorable 

Frank  D. 

Lucas 

Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Oklahoma  District  3 

Yukon 

OK 

73099 

The  Honorable 

Tom 

Coburn 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Oklahoma 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73102 

The  Honorable 

James  M. 

Inhofe 

Senator 

U.S.  Senate,  Oklahoma 

Enid 

OK 

73701 

The  Honorable 

Mary 

Fallin 

Governor 

Oklahoma  Governor's  Office 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Charles  L. 

Ortega 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  52 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Charles  L. 

Ortega 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  52 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

The  Honorable 

Todd 

Russ 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  55 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Todd 

Russ 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  55 

Cordell 

OK 

73632 

The  Honorable 

G.  Harold 

Wright  Jr. 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  57 

Weatherford 

OK 

73096 

The  Honorable 

G.  Harold 

Wright  Jr. 

Representative 

Oklahoma  House  of  Representatives,  District  57 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Tom 

Ivester 

Senator 

Oklahoma  Senate,  District  026 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Tom 

Ivester 

Senator 

Oklahoma  Senate,  District  026 

Elk  City 

OK 

73648 

The  Honorable 

Mike 

Schulz 

Senator 

Oklahoma  Senate,  District  038 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

The  Honorable 

Mike 

Schulz 

Senator 

Oklahoma  Senate,  District  038 

Altus 

OK 

73521 

The  Honorable 

Teresa 

Mullican 

Mayor 

City  of  Elk  City  Mayor's  Office 

Elk  City 

OK 

73644 

Ms. 

Cheryl 

Snipes 

City  Clerk 

City  of  Elk  City 

Elk  City 

OK 

73648 

Ms. 

Lisa 

Anders 

City  Clerk 

Clinton  City 

Clinton 

OK 

73601 

Oklahoma  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Tulsa 

OK 

74145-1352 

Oklahoma  Field  Office 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Tulsa 

OK 

74128-4629 

Oklahoma  Field  Office 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Tulsa 

OK 

74129-1428 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Environmental  Quality 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73101-1677 

Environmental  Restoration 
Mission  Tulsa  District 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Tulsa 

OK 

74128-4609 

Ms. 

Jeanette 

Hannah 

Muskogee  Area  Director 

Muskogee  Area  Office 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Muskogee 

OK 

74401 

Mr. 

Ron  L. 

Hillard 

State  Conservationist 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

Stillwater 

OK 

74075- 

2655 

Altus  Service  Center 

USDA  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

Altus 

OK 

73521- 

1305 

Southern  Plains  Regional 

Office 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Anadarko 

OK 

73005 
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Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

City 

State 

Zip 

Great  Plains  State  Park 

MountaiNorth 

Park 

OK 

73559 

Ms. 

Margaret 

Graham 

Consumer  Assistance 

Program 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Environmental  Quality 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73201 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Wildlife  Conservation 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73152 

Agency  Representative 

Natural  Resources  Section 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Wildlife  Conservation 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73505 

Mr. 

Gary 

Ridley 

Director 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Transportation 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

Oklahoma  Tourism  &  Recreation  Dept. 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73102 

Melvina 

Heisch 

Deputy  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer 

Oklahoma  Historical  Society 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73015 

Oklahoma  Historical  Society 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Oklahoma  City 

OK 

73105 

A.2.2.5  All  Bases  IICEP  Mailing  List 


Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

City 

State 

Zip 

Mr. 

Stephen  L. 

Johnson 

Administrator 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Washington 

DC 

20460 

Mr. 

Richard 

Sanderson 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Washington 

DC 

20460 

Mr. 

Michael  D. 

Huerta 

Administrator 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Washington 

DC 

20591 
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^  7  AJicep_B_A-R2 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

National  Park  Service 
Midwest  Reeion 


WAY  2  4  2013 

].D(M\VR-PCL/PC) 

ER- 13/0 1 84 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 

United  States  Air  Force 

AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 

507  Symington  Drive 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois  62225-5022 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  (Department)  has  requested  that  the  National  Park  Service  (NFS), 

Midwest  Regional  Office,  prepare  a  response  to  our  review  of  the  Notice  of  Intent  to  Prepare  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating  Base  1 
(MOB  1)  for  the  beddown  of  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft,  in  Oklahoma,  Washington,  North  Dakota,  and 
Kansas.  The  NFS  offers  the  following  comments  and  recommendations  for  your  consideration: 

The  NFS  would  like  the  EIS  to  identily  and  address  any  potential  impacts  to  NFS  units  within  the  areas 
identified  to  house  the  FTU  and  MOB  1 .  The  potential  staging  of  these  aircraft  at  Altus  Air  Force  Base  in 
Oklahoma  places  them  in  proximity  to  four  NFS  sites:  Washita  Battlefield  National  Historic  Site  is 
approximately  70  miles  away  and  three  other  sites,  Lake  Meredith  National  Recreation  Area,  Oklahoma 
City  National  Memorial,  and  Chickasaw  National  Recreation  Area  are  within  a  distance  of  120  miles. 
Lake  Roosevelt  National  Recreation  Area  is  within  50  miles  of  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Washington, 
and  Tallgrass  Prairie  National  Preserve  is  within  70  miles  of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas. 

The  Department  and  the  NPS  has  a  continuing  interest  in  working  with  the  Air  Force  to  ensure  impacts  to 
resources  of  concern  to  the  Department  are  adequately  addressed.  For  continued  consultation  and 
coordination  with  the  issues  concerning  resources  of  the  NPS,  please  contact  Regional  Environmental 
Coordinator  Nick  Chevance,  Midwest  Regional  Office,  National  Park  Service. 

Omaha,  Nebraska 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments. 

Sincerely, 

Michael  T.  Reynolds 
Regional  Director 


Take  PRiDE*g»^,.» 
iNyB^MERICA^^ 
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A_iicep_B_A-R3 

(®klai|oma  ^tate  Senate 

Tom  Ivester 

ASSSTANT  DEMOCMTIC  FLOOR  LEADER 


April  11,  2013 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
United  States  Air  force 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
S07  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 


Bryan  W.  Shaw.  Ph.D.,  Chairman 
Carlos  Rubinstein  Commissioner 
Toby  Baker,  Cbmmtssioner 
Zak  Covar,  Executive  Director 


Texas  Commission  on  Environmental  Quality 

Froteeting  Texas  by  Reducing  and  Preventing  Pollution 
April  17, 2013 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
United  States  Air  Force 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

Re:  TCEQ  Grant  and  Texas  Review  and  Comment  System  (TRACS)  #2013-227,  Joint  Base  San 
Antonio  Lackland,  Project  Main  Operating  Base 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds; 

The  Texas  Commission  on  Environmental  (^ality  (TCEQ)  has  reviewed  the  above-referenced 
project  and  offers  the  following  comments; 

Although  any  demolition,  construction,  rehabilitation  or  repair  project  may  produce  dust  and 
particulate  emissions,  these  actions  are  not  anticipated  to  result  in  a  significant  impact  upon  air 
quality  standards.  Any  dust  and  particulate  emission  should  be  easily  controlled  by  using 
standard  dust  mitigation  techniques.  Any  debris  or  waste  disposal  should  be  at  an  appropriately 
authorized  disposal  facility. 


Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 


We  recommend  the  environmental  assessment  address  actions  that  will  be  taken  to  prevent 
surface  and  groundwater  contamination. 


As  a  State  Senator  representing  a  large  portion  of  western  Oklahoma,  I  support  the  selection  of 
Altus  Air  Force  Base  with  the  beddown  of  the  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB)  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 

Altus  Air  Force  Base  is  the  site  for  the  KC-135  FTU  mission.  They  currently  use  auxiliary  airfields 
at  Clinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark,  Oklahoma;  Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport,  Texas;  Lubbock 
Preston  Smith  International  Airport,  Texas;  and  Rick  Husband  Amarillo  International  Airport, 
Texas.  The  effect  of  the  KC-135  FTU  mission  on  environmental  resources  was  fully  examined 
before  its  installation.  The  addition  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  FTU  or  MOB  will  not  change 
the  previous  environmental  impact  conclusion. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunit^^jevie^dii^rojectJ^oj^jav^n^uestions,  please  contact 
Sincerely, 

Minor  B.  Hibbs,  P.E. 

Special  Assistant  to  Chief  Engineer 


Your  consideration  of  Altus  Air  Force  Base  is  appreciated. 


Respectfully, 


Tom  Ivester 
State  Senate 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

National  Park  Service 
Midwest  Reeion 


WAY  2  4-  2013 

l.D(MWR-PCL/PC) 

ER- 13/0 184 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 

United  States  Air  Force 

AFCEaCZN  Midwest  Office 

507  Symington  Drive 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois  62225-5022 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  (Department)  has  requested  that  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS), 
Midwest  Regional  Office,  prepare  a  response  to  our  review  of  the  Notice  of  Intent  to  Prepare  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating  Base  1 
(MOB  1 )  for  the  beddown  of  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft,  in  Oklahoma,  Washington,  North  Dakota,  and 
Kansas.  The  NPS  offers  the  following  comments  and  recommendations  for  your  consideration: 

The  NPS  would  like  the  EIS  to  identify  and  address  any  potential  impacts  to  NPS  units  within  the  areas 
identified  to  house  the  FTU  and  MOB  1 .  The  potential  staging  of  these  aircraft  at  Altus  Air  Force  Base  in 
Oklahoma  places  them  in  proximity  to  four  NPS  sites:  Washita  Battlefield  National  Historic  Site  is 
approximately  70  miles  away  and  three  other  sites.  Lake  Meredith  National  Recreation  Area,  Oklahoma 
City  National  Memorial,  and  Chickasaw  National  Recreation  Area  are  within  a  distance  of  120  miles. 
Lake  Roosevelt  National  Recreation  Area  is  within  50  miles  of  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Washington, 
and  Tallgrass  Prairie  National  Preserve  is  within  70  miles  of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas. 

The  Dejjartment  and  the  NPS  has  a  continuing  interest  in  working  with  the  Air  Force  to  ensure  impacts  to 
resources  of  concern  to  the  Department  are  adequately  addressed.  For  continued  consultation  and 
coordination  with  the  issues  concerning  resources  of  the  NPS,  please  contact  Regional  Environmental 
Coordinator  Nick  Chevance,  Midwest  Regional  Office,  National  Park  Service. 

Omaha,  Nebraska 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments. 

Sincerely, 

Michael  T.  Reynolds 
Regional  Director 
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United  States  Air  Force 
Attention;  Jean  Reynolds 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 


Spokane^fl 

_  [Regional  Atf  .■ 

Clean  AifaUv 


RE;  Scoping  comments  on  beddown  of  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOBI)  of  the  KC-46A 
tanker  aircraft  /  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  on  the  scope  of  environmental  issues  to  be 
addressed  in  the  EIS.  The  Spokane  Regional  Clean  Air  Agency  (SRCAA)  is  the  agency 
responsible  for  enforcing  federal,  state,  and  local  air  pollution  regulations  in  Spokane  County, 
WA.  SRCAA's  scoping  comments  on  the  proposal  are  relative  to  Fairchild  AFB,  which  is 
located  in  Spokane  County.  The  following  is  a  list  of  concerns/issues  that  may  warrant 
evaluation  in  the  EIS  for  the  proposal. 

1.  Emissions  from  construction  activities. 

The  construction  activities  required  for  the  proposal  (i.e.,  constnjction  of  new  hangers, 
buildings,  and  parking  areas)  can  be  sources  of  air  emissions,  and  should  be  considered 
in  the  EIS.  These  construction  activities  may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the 
following; 

•  Dust  emissions  from  demolition,  construction  and  excavation  projects 

•  Deposition  of  dirt  and  mud  from  unpaved  surfaces  onto  paved  surfaces 

•  Disposal  of  debris  generated  as  a  result  of  the  project 

•  Vehicle  traffic  on  unpaved  surfaces 

•  Operation  of  diesel  powered  construction  equipment  (note  that  diesel  exhaust  is  a 
suspected  carcinogen) 

•  Potential  asbestos  release  during  any  demolition  or  renovation  projects 

2.  Emissions  from  new  equipment  at  Fairchild  AFB 

Construction/installation  of  any  new  stationary  emission  sources  at  Fairchild  AFB  should 
be  considered  in  the  EIS.  For  this  project,  potential  stationary  emission  sources  may 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  follov^ng; 

•  tnstaliation/operation  of  new  emergency  generators 

•  Installation/operation  new  fuel  fired  heating  equipment 

•  Installation  of  additional  fuel  storage  and  loading/unloading  capacity  and  resulting 
increases  in  emissions 


F_iicep_B_A-R3 
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3.  Compliance  with  General  Conformity  Reaulationa  and  Washington  State 
lniBl»m»nt«tlon  Plin 

Portions  of  Spokane  Count/  are  currently  designated  as  maintenance  areas  for  PM10 
and  Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  and  operate  under  Maintenance  Rans  which  are  approved 
under  the  Washington  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP).  As  a  result,  the  EIS  should 
include  a  conformity  evaluation  to  determine  whether  the  proposal  will  comply  with  the 
General  Conformity  Regulations  given  in  40  CFR  Part  93.  . 


SRCAA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  scoping  comments  on  the  EIS  for  the  proposal 
If  SRCAA  can  provide  additioriaHnpu^nnfoimatior^ha^oul^^jseful  in  review  of  the 
tposal,  please  contact  me 


Sincerely, 

SPOKANE  REGIONAL  CLEAN  AIR  AGENCY 

R - -^OuAluiAM. 

joMouthwell.  P.E. 

Environmental  Engineer 

Cc:  FAFB  correspondence  file 


working  with  you  tor  cieon  air 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
Ofcai  Plains  Re;;i'  njl  Office 


nKEPLY  nereiiTa 
DESCRM 
MC-208 


/'PR  0  9  2013 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
United  States  Air  Force 
AFCE/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 


G_iicep_B_A-R2 


— Original  Message . 

From:  prvs=180093fa90-iean.revnolds@us.af.mil  Imailto:prvs=180093fa90=iean.revnolds@us.af.mil1  On  Behalf  Of 
REYNOLDS,  JEAN  A  CIV  USAF  DoD  A7/AFCEC/CZN  MidV/est  Office 
Sent:  Friday,  April  05,  2013  11:25  AM 
To:  Allen,  Dana 

Cc:  Daues,  Tom  V.;  CLARK,  JOHN  D  GS-14  USAF  DoD  AFCEC/CZN 
Subject:  RE:  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS 

Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

JEAN  A.  REYNOLDS 
AFCEC/CZN 

Commercial:  618/229-0843 
DSN:  779-0843 


. Original  Message- 

From:  Allen,  Dana  [| 

Sent:  Thursday,  April  04,  2013  1:40  PM 

To:  REYNOLDS,  JEAN  A  CIV  USAF  DoD  A7/AFCEC/CZN  MidWest  Office 
Subject:  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS 


We  received  your  letter  regarding  the  intent  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the 
Formal  training  Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating  Base  I  (MOB  1)  for  beddown  of  KC-46A  Tanker 
Aircraft.  We  have  considered  the  potential  for  both  environmental  damage  and  impacts  to  archaeological 
and  Native  American  religious  sites  on  lands  held  in  trust  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Great  Plains 
Region.  You  should  be  aware,  however,  that  Tribes  or  Tribal  members  may  have  lands  in  fee  status  near 
the  site  of  interest.  These  lands  would  not  necessarily  be  in  our  databases,  and  the  Tribes  should  be 
contacted  directly  to  ensure  all  concerns  are  recognized.  The  action  considered  has  the  following 
notification  date  and  project  locations: 


Thank  you  for  inviting  EPA,  Region  8  in  Denver  to  provide  scoping  comments 
on  the  future  EIS  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions. 

The  Grand  Forks  facility  would  be  in  our  EPA  region. 

Unfortunately  at  this  time  we  do  not  have  the  staff  resources  to  provide 
formal  scoping  comments.  Expected  environmental  concerns  for  this  type  of 
facility  in  the  Grand  Forks  area  include: 


•  March  27, 2013  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base 

(MOB  1 )  of  the  ICC-46  A  tanker  aircraft.  Altus  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB),  OK  McCoimell  AFB,  are  proposed  for  the  FTU  mission 
and  Altus  AFB,  McConnell  AFB,  Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND  and 
Fairchild  AFB,  WA  are  proposed  for  the  MOB  i  mission. 


Protection  of  wetlands  from  the  impacts  from  construction  of 
facilities  and  changes  in  hydrology  which  could  affect  nearby  wetlands. 

Protection  of  water  resources  from  runoff  during  construction  and 
operations  (sediment,  fuel  and  other  chemicals) 


We  have  no  environmental  objections  to  this  action  as  long  as  the  project  complies  with  all  pertinent  laws 
and  regulations.  Questions  regarding  environmental  opinions  and  conditions  can  be  addressed  to  Jeffrey 
Davis,  Environmental  Protection  Specialist, 


Protecting  ground  and  surface  waters  from  spills  of  fuel  and  other 
chemicals. 


We  also  find  that  the  listed  action  will  not  affect  cultural  resources  on  Tribal  or  individual  landholding 
for  which  we  are  responsible.  Methodologies  for  the  treatment  of  cultural  resources  now  known  or  yet  to 
be  discovered  -  particularly  human  remains  -  must  nevertheless  utilize  the  best  available  science  in 
accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act,  the 
Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979  (as  amended),  and  all  other  pertinent  legislation  and 
implementing  regulations.  Archaeological  concerns  can  be  addr^ed  to  Dr.  Carson  N.  Murdy,  Regional 
Archaeologist, 


Avoiding  activities  that  significantly  increase  the  quantity  or 
timing  of  peak  runoff  to  tributaries  of  the  Red  River  of  the  North  during 
flood  conditions  such  as  installing  underdrains,  and  straightening  stream 
channels.  Depending  on  the  extent  of  changes  to  the  base,  this  project  may 
provide  a  good  opportunity  to  incorporate  additional  stormwater  retention 
structures  and  practices. 


Sincerely, 

Deputy  Regional  Director  -  Indian  Services 


Dana  Allen 


EPA  Region  8  (EPR-N) 
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2  April  2013 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  Jean  Reynolds,  United  States  Air  Force,  AFCEC/C2N  Midwest  Office, 
507  Symington  Drive,  Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

SUBJECT:  Environmental  Impact  Statement  KC-46A  Beddown 


1 .  This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  dated  27  March  2013,  requesting  US  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  (Corps)  comments  regarding  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  associated  with  the 
possible  beddown  of  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  of  the  KC‘46A  tanker  aircraft  located  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 

2.  Please  be  advised.  Corps  regulatory  offices  administer  Section  1 0  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors 
Act  (Section  10)  and  Section  404  ofthe  Clean  Water  Act  (Section  404).  Section  lOregulates 
work  impacting  navigable  waters.  Section  10  waters  in  North  Dakota  are  the  Missouri  River 
(including  Lake  Sak^awea  and  Lake  Oahe),  Yellowstone  River,  James  River  south  of  the 
railroad  track  in  Jamestown,  North  Dakota.  Bois  de  Sioux  River,  Red  River  of  the  North,  and  the 
Upper  Des  Lacs  Lake.  Work  over,  in,  or  under  navigable  vYaters  is  considered  to  have  an  impact. 
Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  regulates  the  discharge  of  dredg«l  or  fill  material 
(temporarily  or  permanently)  in  waters  of  the  United  States.  Waters  of  the  United  States  may 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  rivers,  streams,  ditches,  coulees,  lakes,  ponds,  and  their  adjacent 
wetlands.  Fill  material  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  rock,  sand,  soil,  clay,  plastics,  construction 
debris,  wood  chips,  overburden  from  mines  or  other  excavation  activities  and  materials  used  to 
create  any  structure  or  infrastructure  in  waters  ofthe  United  States. 

3.  Do  not  hesitate  to  contact  this  office  by  tetter  or  telephonefl^l^^^Bif  we  can  be  of 
further  assistance. 

AUTHORITY  LINE; 

Enel  Daniel  E.  Cimarosti 

State  Program  Manager 
North  Dakota  Regulatory  Offtce 
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17.  DIRECTIONS  TO  THE  SITE 


IB.  Nslura  of  Activity  (OMcnptlon  of  pro)ec(.  Indud*  fMlmi) 


19.  PrQjodPurpoMfOMcrlbolheroatonorpurpoMervteproitct.  Molndructlora) 


USE  BLOCKS  20<23  IP  DREOOED  ANCVOR  RLL  MATERIAL  IS  TO  BE  DISCHARGED 


20.  Reason(s)  for  Discharge 


21 .  Type(s)  of  Metehal  Being  Olschargad  end  the  Amount  of  Each  Type  In  Cubic  Yards: 

Type  Type  Type 

Antount  in  Cubic  Yards  Ameunl  in  Cubic  Yards  Amount  in  Cubic  Yards 


22.  SurMce  Area  in  Acres  of  Wedands  or  Odier  Waters  PBad  (see  instruciions) 
Acres 

or 

Linear  Feel 

23.  Description  of  Avoidance,  Mmimization.  and  Cemparuatlon  (see  instrucdorts) 
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24,  H  Any  Portion  of  lha  Work  Already  Comple»t7QYaa  Qte  IF  YES.  DESCRIBE  THE  COMPLETED  WORK 


29.  Addresses  of  Adfoining  Property  Owners,  Lessees,  Elc,  Mtose  Property  Adfolns  the  Wat^body  (imM  ten  on  m  mmm  mt*.  pmm  anam  a  •ecaMMa  mo 

a.  Address- 

City-  Slate-  ap- 

b.  Address- 

City-  State-  Zip- 

cAddress- 

City-  State-  Zip- 

d.  Address- 

City-  State-  Zlp- 

e.  Address- 

City  -  Stale  •  Zip  • 


.26  Uet  of  Other  Certificales  or  Approvsls/Denieis  received  from  other  Federal.  Slate,  or  Local  Agencies  tor  Work  Described  In  This  AppMcation. 

IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER 


AGENCY 


TYPE  APPROVAL* 


DATE  APPLIED 


DATE  APPROVED 


DATE  DENIED 


Would  indude  but  it  rwt  restricted  to  zoning,  buiding.  aixl  Bood  piein  permits 


27.  Application  It  hereby  made  tor  permll  or  permits  to  authorize  Bie  work  described  In  IMS  eppRcstion.  I  certify  that  this  infonnaUon  in  tots  application  is 
complete  and  accural#.  I  further  ce^  thel  I  possess  tfw  authority  to  undertake  the  work  described  herein  or  am  acting  as  lha  duly  authorized  egerrt  of  the 
appHcartl. 


SIGNATURE  Of  APPUCANT 


SIGNATURE  OF  AGENT 


The  AppHcation  must  be  signed  by  the  person  who  desires  to  undertake  the  proposed  actrvity  (applicant)  or  it  may  be  signed  by  a  duly 
authorized  agent  if  the  statement  in  block  1 1  has  been  filled  out  and  signed. 

leU.S.C.  Section  1001  provides  that  Whoever,  in  any  manner  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  department  or  agency  of  the  United  States 
knowingly  and  witlkiHy  falsifies,  conceals,  or  covers  up  any  trick,  scheme,  or  disguises  a  matenal  fact  or  makes  any  false,  fictitious  or 
fraudulent  statements  or  representations  or  makes  or  uses  any  false  writing  or  document  knowing  same  to  contain  any  false,  fictitious  or 
fraudutent  statements  or  entry,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  five  years  or  both. _ 
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Inatructlona  for  Preparing  a 
Department  of  the  Army  PermK  Application 

Blocks  1  tfirough  4.  To  be  completed  by  Corps  of  Engineers 

Block  6.  Applicant's  Name.  Enter  the  name  and  the  E-mail  address  of  the  responstt)le  party  or  parties  If  the 
responsible  party  is  an  agency,  company,  corporation,  or  other  organization,  indicate  the  name  of  the  organization 
and  responsible  officer  and  title,  if  more  than  one  party  is  associated  with  the  application,  please  attach  a  sheet  with 
the  necessary  information  marked  Block  5. 

Block  6.  Address  of  Applicant  Please  provide  the  full  address  of  the  party  or  parties  responsible  for  the  application. 
If  more  space  is  needed,  attach  an  extra  sheet  of  paper  marked  Block  6. 

Block  7.  Applicant  Telephone  Number(8).  Please  provide  the  number  where  you  can  usually  be  reached  during 
normal  business  hours. 

Blocks  8  through  11.  To  be  completed,  if  you  choose  to  have  an  agent. 

Block  8.  Authorized  Agent's  Name  and  Title.  Indicate  name  of  irxlivldual  or  agency,  designated  by  you.  to 
represent  you  In  this  process  An  agent  can  be  an  attorney,  builder,  contractor,  engineer,  or  any  other  person  or 
organization  Note:  An  agent  Is  not  required. 

Blocks  9  and  10.  Agent's  Address  and  Telephone  Number.  Please  provide  the  complete  mailing  address  of  the 
agent,  along  with  the  telephone  number  where  he  /  she  can  be  reached  during  normal  business  hours. 

Block  11.  Statement  of  Authorization.  To  be  completed  by  applicant,  if  an  agent  is  to  be  employed. 

Block  12.  Proposed  Project  Name  or  TMe.  Please  provide  name  identifying  the  proposed  project,  e.g.,  Landmark 
Plaza,  Burned  Hills  Subdivision,  or  Edsall  Commercial  Center. 

Block  13.  Name  of  Waterbody.  Rease  provide  the  name  of  any  stream,  lake,  marsh,  or  other  waterway  to  be 
directly  impacted  by  the  activity.  If  it  is  a  minor  (no  name)  stream,  identify  the  waterbody  the  minor  stream  enters. 

Block  14.  Proposed  Project  Street  Address.  If  the  proposed  project  is  located  at  a  site  having  a  street  address  (not 
a  box  number),  please  enter  it  here. 

Block  15.  Location  of  Proposed  Project  Enter  the  latitude  and  longitude  of  where  the  proposed  project  is  located. 

If  more  space  is  required,  please  attach  a  sheet  with  the  necessary  information  marked  Block  15. 

Block  16.  Other  Location  Descriptions.  If  available,  provide  the  Tax  Parcel  Identification  number  of  the  site. 

Section,  Tovmship,  and  Range  of  the  site  (if  known),  and  /  or  local  Municipality  that  the  site  is  located  In. 

Block  17.  Directions  to  ttie  Site.  Provide  directions  to  the  site  from  a  known  location  or  landmark.  Include  highway 
and  street  numbers  as  well  as  names.  Also  provide  distances  from  known  locations  and  any  other  information  that 
would  assist  in  locating  the  site.  You  may  alM  provide  description  of  the  proposed  project  location,  such  as  lot 
numbers,  tract  numbers,  or  you  may  choose  to  locate  the  proposed  project  site  from  a  known  point  (such  as  the  right 
descending  bank  of  Smith  Creek,  one  mite  downstream  fr^  the  Highway  14  bridge).  If  a  large  river  or  stream, 
indude  the  river  mile  of  the  proposed  project  site  if  known 

Block  18.  Nature  of  Activity.  Describe  the  overall  activity  or  project.  Give  appropriate  dimensions  of  structures  such 
as  wing  walls,  dStes  (identic  the  materials  to  be  used  in  construc^on,  as  well  as  the  methods  by  which  the  work  is  to 
be  done),  or  excavations  (length,  width,  and  height).  Indicate  whether  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  is  Involved 
Also,  identify  any  structure  to  be  constructed  on  a  fill,  piles,  or  float-supported  platforms 

The  written  descriptions  and  illustrations  are  an  important  part  of  the  application.  Please  describe,  in  detail,  ^at  you 
wish  to  do.  If  more  space  is  needed,  attach  an  extra  sheet  of  paper  marked  Block  18. 

Block  19.  Proposed  Project  Purpose.  Describe  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  proposed  project.  What  will  it  be  used 
for  and  why?  Also  indude  a  brief  description  of  any  relat^  activities  to  be  develops  as  the  result  of  the  proposed 
project.  Give  the  approximate  dates  you  plan  to  both  begin  and  complete  alt  work. 
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Block  20.  Reasons  for  Discharge.  If  the  activity  involves  the  discharge  of  dredged  and/or  fill  material  Into  a  wetland 
or  other  waterbody,  induding  the  temporary  placement  of  material,  explain  the  specific  purpose  of  the  placement  of 
the  material  (such  as  erosion  control). 

Block  21.  Types  of  Material  Being  Discharged  and  the  Amount  of  Each  Type  In  Cubic  Yards.  Describe  the 
material  to  be  discharged  and  amount  of  each  material  to  be  discharged  v^in  Corps  jurisdidion.  Please  be  sure  this 
description  will  agree  with  your  illustrations.  Discharge  material  indudes:  rock,  sand,  day,  concrete,  etc. 

Block  22.  Surface  Areas  of  Wetfands  or  Other  Waters  Filled.  Describe  the  area  to  be  filled  at  each  location. 
Specifically  identify  the  surface  areas,  or  part  thereof,  to  be  filied.  Also  indude  the  means  by  which  the  discharge  is  to 
be  done  (backhoe,  dragline,  etc.).  If  dredged  material  is  to  be  dlsdiarged  on  an  upland  site,  identify  the  site  and  the 
steps  to  be  taken  (if  necessary)  to  prevent  runoff  from  the  dredged  material  back  into  a  watertxxjy.  If  more  space  Is 
needed,  attach  an  extra  sheet  of  paper  marked  Block  22. 

Block  23.  Description  of  Avoidance,  Minimization,  and  Compensation.  Provide  a  brief  explanation  describing 
how  impacts  to  waters  of  the  United  States  are  being  avoided  and  minimized  on  the  project  site.  Also  provide  a  brief 
description  of  how  impacts  to  waters  of  the  United  States  will  be  compensated  for.  or  a  brief  statement  explaining  why 
compensatory  mitigation  should  not  be  required  for  those  impacts. 

Block  24.  is  Any  Portion  of  the  Work  Already  Complete?  Provide  any  background  on  any  part  of  the  proposed 
project  already  completed.  Describe  the  area  already  developed,  structures  completed,  any  dredged  or  fill  material 
already  discharged,  the  type  of  material,  volume  In  cubic  yards,  acres  filied,  if  a  wetland  or  other  vreterbody  (in  acres 
or  square  feet).  If  the  virork  was  done  under  an  existing  Corps  permit,  identity  the  authorization,  if  possible. 

Block  26.  Names  and  Addresses  of  Adjoining  Property  Owners,  Lessees,  etc..  Whose  Property  Adjoins  the 
Project  She.  List  complete  names  and  foil  mailing  addresses  of  the  adjacent  property  owners  (public  and  private) 
lessees,  etc.,  whose  property  adjoins  the  waterbody  or  aquatic  srte  where  the  work  is  being  proposed  so  that  they 
may  be  notified  of  the  proposed  activity  (usually  by  public  notice).  If  more  space  is  needed,  attach  an  extra  sheet  of 
paper  marked  Block  24. 

Information  regarding  adjacent  landowners  is  usually  available  through  the  office  of  the  tax  assessor  In  the 
county  or  counties  where  the  project  is  to  be  developed. 

Block  26.  Information  about  Approvals  or  Denials  by  Other  Agencies.  You  may  need  the  approval  of  other 
federal,  state,  or  local  agencies  for  your  project  Identify  any  applications  you  have  submitted  and  the  status,  if  any 
(approved  or  denied)  of  each  application.  You  need  not  have  obtained  all  other  permits  before  applying  for  a  Corps 
permit. 

Block  27.  Signature  of  Applicant  or  Agent  The  application  must  be  signed  by  the  owner  or  other  authorized  party 
(agent).  Thia  signature  shall  be  an  affirmation  that  the  party  applying  for  the  permit  possesses  the  requisite  properly 
rights  to  undertake  the  activity  applied  for  (induding  compliance  with  special  corxiltions.  mitigation,  etc.). 


DRAWINGS  AND  ILLUSTRATIONS 

General  InformaUon. 

Three  types  of  illustrations  are  needed  to  properly  depict  the  work  to  be  undertaken.  These  illustrations  or  drawings 
are  identified  as  a  Vicinity  Map,  a  Ran  View  or  a  Typical  Cross-Section  Map.  Identify  each  illustration  with  a  figure  or 
attachment  number. 

Please  submH  one  original,  or  good  quality  ct^y.  of  all  drawings  on  x1 1  inch  plain  white  paper  (electronic  media 
may  be  substituted).  Use  the  fewest  number  of  sheets  necessary  for  your  drewirigs  or  Ifiustratlons. 

Each  illusfration  should  identify  the  project,  the  applicant,  and  the  type  of  Illustration  (vidnity  map,  plan  view,  or  cross- 
section).  While  Illustrations  need  not  be  professional  (many  small,  private  project  Illustrations  are  prepared 
by  hand),  they  should  be  clear,  accurate,  and  contain  all  necessary  information. 
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Vicinity  Map 

The  vicinity  map  you  provide  will  be  printed  in  any  public  notice  that  is  Issued  and  used  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  other  reviewing  agencies  to  locate  the  site  of  the  proposed  activity.  You  may  use  an 
existing  road  map  or  US  Geological  Survey  topographic  (scale  1 :24,000)  as  the  vicinity  map.  Please 
Include  sufficient  details  to  simplify  locating  the  site  from  both  the  waterbody  and  from  land.  Identify  the 
source  of  the  map  or  chart  from  which  the  vicinity  map  was  taken  and,  if  not  already  shown,  add  the 
foHowing: 

•  location  of  activity  site  (draw  an  arrow  showing  the  exact  location  of  the  site  on  the  map). 

•  latitude,  longitude,  river  mile,  if  known,  and/or  other  information  that  coincides  with  Block  6  on  the 
application  form. 

•  name  of  waterbody  and  the  name  of  the  larger  creek,  river,  by,  etc.,  that  the  waterbody  is 
Immediately  tributary  to. 

•  names,  descriptions  and  location  of  landmarks. 

•  name  of  all  applicable  political  (county,  parish,  borough,  town,  city,  etc.)  jurisdictions 

•  name  of  and  distance  to  nearest  town,  community,  or  other  identifying  locations 

•  names  or  numbers  of  all  roads  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site. 

•  north  arrow. 

•  scale. 

Plan  View 

The  plan  view  shows  the  proposed  activity  as  if  you  were  looking  straight  down  on  it  from  above,  your 
plan  view  should  clearly  show  the  following: 

•  Name  of  waterbody  (river,  creek,  lake,  wetland,  etc.)  and  river  mile  (if  known)  at  location  of 
activity. 

•  Existing  shorelines. 

•  Mean  high  and  mean  low  water  lines  and  maximum  (spring)  high  tide  line  In  tidal  areas. 

•  Ordinary  high  water  line  and  ordinary  low  water  line  If  the  proposed  activity  Is  located  on  a  non- 
tidal  waterbody. 

•  Average  water  depths  around  the  activity. 

•  Dimensions  of  the  activity  and  distance  it  extends  from  the  high  water  line  into  the  water. 

•  Distances  to  nearby  Federal  projects,  if  applicable. 

•  Distance  between  proposed  activity  and  navigation  channel,  where  applicable. 

•  Location  of  structures.  If  any.  In  navigable  waters  Immediately  adjacent  to  the  proposed  activity. 

•  Location  of  any  wetlands  (marshes,  swamps,  tidal  flats,  etc.) 

•  North  arrow. 

•  Scale. 

•  If  dredged  material  is  involved,  you  must  describe  the  type  of  material,  number  of  cubic  yards, 
method  of  handling,  and  the  location  of  fill  and  spoil  disposal  area.  The  drawing  should  show 
proposed  retention  levees,  weirs,  and/or  other  means  for  retaining  hydraulically  placed  materials 

•  Mark  the  drawing  to  indicate  previously  completed  portions  of  the  activity. 

Cross  Section  View  and/or  Elevation 

The  elevation  and/or  cross  section  view  is  a  scale  drawing  that  shows  the  side,  front,  or  rear  of  the 
proposed  activity.  If  a  section  view  is  shown,  it  represents  the  proposed  structure  as  tt  would  appear  if  cut 
internally  for  display.  Your  elevation  should  clearly  show  the  following: 

•  Water  elevations  as  shown  In  the  plan  view. 
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•  Water  depth  at  water-ward  face  of  proposed  activity  or.  If  dredging  Is  proposed,  dredging  and 
estimated  disposal  grades. 

•  Dimensions  from  mean  high  water  line  (in  tidal  waters)  of  proposed  fill  or  float,  or  high  tide  line  for 
pile  supported  platform.  Describe  any  structures  to  be  built  on  the  platform. 

•  Cross  section  of  excavation  or  fill.  Including  approximate  side  slopes. 

•  Graphic  or  numerical  scale. 

•  Principal  dimensions  of  the  activity 

Notes  on  Drawings* 

•  Names  of  adjacent  property  owners  who  may  be  affected  Complete  names  and  addresses 
should  be  shown  in  Block  5  on  ENG  Form  4345. 

•  Legal  property  description:  Number,  name  of  subdivision,  block,  and  lot  number.  Section, 
Township,  and  Range  (if  applicable)  from  plot,  deed,  or  tax  assessment. 

•  Photographs  of  the  site  of  the  proposed  activity  are  not  required;  however,  pictures  are  helpful 
and  may  be  submitted  as  part  of  any  application. 

•  While  illustrations  need  not  be  professional  (many  small,  private  project  Illustrations  are 
prepared  by  hand),  they  should  be  clear,  accurate,  and  contain  all  necessary  information. 

*  Drawings  should  be  as  clear  and  simple  as  possible  (le.  not  too  "busy*). 
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State  of 

North  Dakota 

0//i  c*!  of  the  Governor 

Jack  Dalrymple 

Governor 
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July  16.2012 


hlononble  Michiel  B.  Donley 
Secretary  of  the  \ir  Force 


Cenerai  Norton  A.  Schwarra 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Air  Force 


Dear  Secreur)'  Donlex  and  General  Schu'artz: 

The  State  of  North  Dakota  haa  foDoxhcd  vx*ich  great  interest  and  enthusiasm  the  Air  Force 
Strategic  Basing  process  and  the  KC-t6A  Strategic  Basing  Cntccia  to  select  c^radng  bases  for 
the  next  generation  Air  Force  tanker  aircraft.  We  understand  the  importance  of  the  KC'46.\  to 
the  Air  Force  and  our  Nation’s  abilicv  to  project  power  throughout  the  world.  The  State  of 
North  Dakota  is  proud  of  its  long  tradition  of  support  to  the  Air  Force  and  the  men  and  women 
who  xeear  the  Air  Force  uniform. 

VCich  our  history  of  support  to  the  Air  Force  and  full  knou'ledge  of  the  importance  of  the 
canker  aircraft  mission,  we  urge  you  to  select  Grand  Forks  .\ir  Force  Base  as  the  preferred 
ItKaaon  for  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  Toxeard  that  goal,  wc  are  pleased  to  commit  the  State  of 
North  Dakota  and  the  North  Dakota  Ait  National  Guard  to  establish  and  support  an  association, 
cither  classic  oc  rex’erse,  xx-ith  dxe  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  to  nra.Kmuae  the  udkranon  of  KC* 
46.A  canker  aircraft  that  may  be  assigned  to  the  Base. 

We  understand  that  the  dnung  for  the  selection  process  and  the  procurement  of  new  KC- 
46A  tanker  aircraft  xx-ili  delay  the  actual  assignment  of  KC-46  \  canker  aircraft  for  xomc  omc 
Nevertlicless,  we  intend  to  monitor  the  process  closelv  and  the  State  of  North  Dakota  xxall 
commit  the  necessan*  personnel  and  resources  to  insure  that  an  assoctaaon  is  established  with  the 
GFAFB  and  supported  in  a  manner  that  xxall  opemuze  the  canker  aircraft  assigned  to  the  Grand 
Forks  Air  Force  Base. 
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Secretary  Donlev  and  General  Schxvaru 
July  16,2012 
Page  2 


Both  Ccnccnl  Spiync/ynaCN’k  and  I,  together  with  the  North  Dakota  Air  National  Guard, 
beticv*e  this  is  an  oppotxuniry*  to  return  tanker  aircraft  to  an  historic  tanker  base  and  to  establish 
close  cooperation  between  the  acave  Air  Force  and  the  North  Dakota  Air  National  Guard  to 
ma.simizc  the  use  and  effectiveness  of  this  new  aircraft. 

The  State  of  North  Dakota  will  work  closely  with  the  Air  Force  as  the  KC*46A  selection 
process  conanues,  and  we  want  to  assure  you  of  the  State’s  commitment  to  support  and  establish 
an  association  with  Air  Force  KC'46A  tanker  aircraft  and  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base. 

Sincerely, 


C:  General  Craig  R.  McKinley,  Chief,  Nadona!  Guard  Bureau 

General  Raymond  Johns,  Jr.,  Commander,  Air  Mobility  Command 

Honorable  Tern,'  A.  Yonkers,  Asst  Secrctar)'  for  InstaUadons,  Environment  and  Logisucs 

Lieutenant  General  Flarr^'^  M.  Wyatt  III,  Director,  Air  National  Guard 

Honorable  Kathleen  I.  Ferguson,  Deputy  .Assistant  Secretary  for  InstaUnnons 
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State  of 

North  Dakota 

Office  of  the  Governor 

Jack  Dairy mple 
Governor 


April  18,  2013 
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Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
United  States  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
607  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB.  IL  62225-5022 


April  18,  2013 


Jean  Rejmolds 
U.S.  Air  Force 

AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

Dear  Mrs.  Reynolds: 

I  write  to  express  my  interest  and  support,  and  that  of  the  State  of  North  Dakota,  for  the 
Grand  Fodcs  Air  Force  Base  as  the  location  for  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 

Strategically  located  in  the  Northern  Tier,  \(diere  a  vast,  open  airspace  has  proven  to  be  the 
ideal  setting  for  the  operations  of  both  active  duty  training  and  aerial  missions,  the  Grand  Forks  Air 
Force  Base  is  a  solid  choice  for  the  future  mission  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  Grand  Forks  Air 
Force  Base  provides  strategic  aircraft  mission  support  and  provides  supportive  aerial  routes  over 
the  northern  hemisphere. 

The  Grand  Fodcs  Air  Force  Base  would  need  minimal  base  modifications  to  accommodate 
the  tanker  aircraft  and  would  be  a  sound  location  to  host  the  KC-46A.  The  community  of  Grand 
Fodcs  and  surrounding  does  have  always  and  will  continue  to  overwhelmingly  show  support  for 
the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  and  its  Airmen  and  Families. 

Given  the  fact  the  KC-135  mission  was  successfully  flown  from  Grand  Forks  for  years,  we 
see  no  potential  for  fimher  environmental  impact  as  a  result  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  mission  being 
located  at  Grand  Forks. 

With  our  history  of  support  to  the  Air  Force  and  understanding  of  the  tanker  aircraft 
mission,  I  am  pleased  to  commit  the  North  Dakota  Air  Nadonal  Guard  to  establish  and  support  a 
classic  assodadon  with  the  Grand  Fodcs  Air  Force  Base  to  maximize  the  udlizadon  of  KC-46A 
tanker  aircraft  This  is  an  opportunity  to  return  canker  aircraft  to  an  historic  tanker  base  and  to 
establish  dose  cooperadon  between  the  aedve  Air  Force  and  the  North  Dakota  Air  Nadonal 
Guard. 


As  Governor  of  the  State  of  North  Dakota,  I  assure  you  of  the  State’s  commitment  to 
support  the  Air  Force  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  mission  at  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base. 


Sincerdy, 
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C:  MG  David  Sptynczynatyk,  Adjutant  General 


North  Dakota 

Legislative 

Assembly 


Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

The  North  Dakota  Legislature  was  delighted  when  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  was 
selected  as  one  of  the  four  finalists  to  be  an  active  duty  base  for  the  nation's  new  KC-46A 
aerial  refueling  mission.  We  strongly  support  basing  the  KC-46A  tanker  mission  at  the 
Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  and  encourage  the  Air  Force  to  choose  Grand  Forks  for  the 
first  main  operating  base  for  this  new  aircraft. 

Attac^ied  is  a  resolution  passed  by  both  the  North  Dakota  House  and  Senate 
demonstrating  our  state's  strong  supp^  for  the  new  KC-46A  tanker  mission,  as  signed 
by  the  Seaetary  of  State  on  March  22, 201 3. 

Grand  Forks  previously  and  successfully  hosted  the  KC-135  tanker  for  50  years  for 
several  Important  and  strategic  reasons; 

•  Our  northern  location  means  tankers  would  be  strategically  positioned  to  support  the 
shortest  fastest,  and  most  economical  northern  polar  routes  to  various  overseas 
areas,  especially  Into  Europe,  Asia,  and  the  Middle  East. 

•  A  Grand  Forks  location  is  equal  distance  from  aH  coasts,  which  makes  the  existing 
tanker  network  efficient  for  refueling  domestically.  Restoring  the  tanker  mission  at  the 
Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  creates  more  options  fa  the  Air  Force  domestically  wh8e 
being  ideally  located  fa  overseas  deployment. 

•  The  Infrastructure  at  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  Is  first  rate,  well  maintained,  and 
would  require  minimal  modification  to  bed  down  the  new  tanker  mission  on  a  bwe  that 
was  designed  fa  the  tanker  mission.  There  is  a  relatively  new  runway,  ample  ramp 
space,  existing  futi  lines,  and  no  land  a  air  enaoechment  issues  as  the  counfy 
secured  a  land  use  policy  to  ensure  all  areas  aound  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base 
are  properly  zoned,  with  the  maja  population  center  14  mties  to  the  east.  The 
airspace  is  unencumbaed  with  minimal  commercial  traffic.  In  a  cost-restrained 
environment  wHh  sequestration  and  a  shrinking  federal  budget  tf>e  Grand  Forks  Air 
Force  Base  is  likely  the  Air  Force's  lowest  cost  option  to  bed  down  the  new  tanker 
mission.  We  offer  a  lower  cost  option  plus  our  base  would  accommodate  a  fast  bed 
down  of  the  new  tanker  as  no  existing  tankers  would  be  relocated. 

•  Groid  Forks  Air  Force  Base  currently  hosto  toe  Global  Hav^  mission  fa  the  Air 
Combat  Command  and  the  M  National  Guard  fa  Its  Predator  mission,  vtolch  are 
complimentary  missions  to  the  tanker  mission.  There  is  lots  of  room  on  the  base  for  a 
new  tanker  mission. 

•  The  North  Dakota  Air  National  Guard  Is  strongly  committed  to  the  association  v^th  the 
new  tanka  mission  at  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  whirto  was  Indicated  in  a  July 
2012  letta  from  our  Govema  and  the  Adjutant  General  to  the  Chief  of  Staff  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  There  Is  a  solid  commitment  to  association  erxt 
cooperation. 

•  The  Grand  Forks  community  and  region  embrace  the  Air  Force.  The  tong-term 
support  from  the  region  and  state  Is  extiaordinary.  We  know  the  significance  of  the 
tanka  mission  because  we  hosted  toat  mission  ^  50  yeas.  We  stand  ready  to  do 
whateva  Is  necessary  to  make  the  KC-46A  tanker  mission  a  success  at  the  Grand 
Forks  Air  Force  Base.  Twice  Grand  Forks  has  been  ti>e  recipient  of  the  coveted 
Abilene  Trophy  for  being  the  community  in  Air  MobDHy  Command  that  is  most 
supportive  of  Its  local  Air  Force.  This  Is  a  community,  region,  and  state  that  embraces 
the  Air  Force. 

•  The  State  of  North  Dakota  and  the  community  of  Grand  Forks  are  committed  to 
providing  affordable  housing  fa  the  airmen  and  toe  Air  National  Guard  personnel  that 
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come  with  the  KC-46A  mission.  The  airmen  will  be  well  Integrated  Into  our  cities  and 
small  towns  in  the  region. 

•  The  North  Dakota  Legislature  appropriated  $6  milon  for  base  enhancement  activities 
in  the  2009  and  201 1  legislative  sessions  to  ertianca  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base. 
Those  funds  supported  12  projects  to  enhance  training,  projects,  eQuipment,  and 
supports  the  establishment  of  an  enhanced  use  lease  on  the  b^  to  provide  ongoing 
lo^  income  for  the  Air  Force  Base.  In  this  blennud  session,  the  legislature  has 
$1.5  million  in  Its  budget  for  base  enhancement,  and  another  $7.5  million  to  support 
the  enhanced  use  lease,  assuming  those  negotiations  wIB  be  successful.  Our  budget 
support  for  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  has  passed  both  houses  indicative  of  our 
support.  Other  issues  in  that  budget  blH  will  be  resolved  by  both  houses  and  finely 
approved  within  the  next  two  weeks.  You  can  count  on  thaL 

Our  Congressional  Deiegallon  and  die  Governor  join  us  in  suppcxi  of  bringing  the 
KC-46A  mission  to  the  Graf>d  Forks  Air  Force  Base.  We  are  a  united  front,  an  ki 
support  of  this  new  Air  Force  mission.  Grand  Forks  and  Norih  Dakota  offer  many 
advances  as  the  location  for  your  first  KC‘46A  m^  operating  base.  Thank  you  for 
your  service  to  our  nation,  and  for  your  favorable  consideration  of  our  great  state. 


Sincerely, 


Senator  Ray  Holmbetg 


PhBfpMTMurphy; 


District  20 


Oistrici 


Representative  Rick  Holman 
Districts  .  . 


District  il 


Representative  Mark  Sanft 
District  17  ^ 


Senator  Connie  Tripli 


Represeti(|Stlve  Mac  Schneider 
District  42 


District  16 


Representative  Eliot  Giassheim 
District  18  , 


iistrict  42 


Representative  Marie  Strinden 


District  42 


Senator  Tom  Campt 
District  19 


District  43 


District  19^ 


'ayne  Trottler 


Repreientatlve  Curtiss  Kreu*h 


Represent 


District  19 


DIstrtcl  43 
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Sixty-third  Legislative  Assembly  of  North  Dakota 
In  Regular  Session  Commencing  Tuesday,  January  6,  2013 


HOUSE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  NO.  301 2 

(Representatives  Strinden,  Owens,  Sanford,  Delmore,  Giassheim,  Holman,  Mock.  Mooney,  Oversen) 
(Senators  Murphy.  Schneider,  Triplett) 


A  concurrent  resolution  urging  the  United  States  Air  Force  to  select  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  as 
the  active  duty  main  operating  base  for  the  new  KC-46A  refueling  tanker  mission. 

WHEREAS,  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  Is  one  of  four  finalists  to  serve  as  the  active  duty  main 
operating  base  for  the  United  States  Air  Force's  new  KC-46A  tanker  mission;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  successfully  hosted  a  KC-1 35  tanker  mission  for  over 
fifty  years,  from  1960  to  2010;  and 

WHEREAS,  existing  infrastructure  and  recent  expansions  in  housing  capacity  would  lend  to 
successfully  hosting  the  KC’46A  tanker  mission;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  has  an  exemplary  record  of  service;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  vast,  open  airspace  of  the  Northern  Plains  has  proven  to  be  an  ideal  setting  for  the 
operation  of  both  training  and  active  duty  aerial  missions;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  was  selected  to  house  and  support  unmanned  aircraft 
missions  being  launched  around  the  globe;  and 


WHEREAS,  the  geographic  location  of  the  Grand  Forks  Mr  Force  Base  provides  access  to  strategic 
aerial  routes  over  the  North  Pole;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Grand  Forks  community  showed  its  overwhelming  support  for  the  Grand  Forks  Air 
Force  Base  durirrg  base  realignment  and  closure  in  2CX>5; 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  OF  NORTH 
DAKOTA,  THE  SENATE  CONCURRING  THEREIN: 

That  the  Sixty-third  Legislative  Assembly  urges  the  United  States  Air  Force  to  select  the  Grand 
Forks  Air  Force  Base  as  the  active  duty  main  operating  base  for  the  new  KC-46A  refueling  tanker 
mission;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Secretary  of  State  forward  copies  of  this  resolution  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Commander  of  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  the  General  Air  Force  Chief 
of  Staff,  and  to  each  member  of  the  North  Dakota  Congressional  Delegation. 
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April  10,  2013 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
United  States  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

Re:  KC-46A  Beddown.  Grand  Forks  AFB,  Grand  Forks  County,  North  Dakota 
Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

This  department  has  reviewed  the  information  concerning  the  above-referenced  project  submitted  under 
date  of  March  27,  2013,  with  respect  to  possible  environmental  impacts. 

This  department  believes  that  environmental  impacts  from  the  proposed  construction  will  be  minor  and 
can  be  controlled  by  proper  construction  methods.  With  respect  to  construction,  we  have  the  following 
comments: 

1 .  All  necessary  measures  must  be  taken  to  minimize  fugitive  dust  emissions  created  during 
construction  activities.  Any  complaints  that  may  arise  are  to  be  dealt  with  in  an  efficient  and 
effective  manner. 

2.  Care  is  to  be  taken  during  construction  activity  near  any  water  of  the  state  to  minimize  adverse  effects 
on  a  water  body.  This  includes  minimal  disturbance  of  stream  beds  and  banks  to  prevent  excess 
siltation,  and  the  replacement  and  revegetation  of  any  disturbed  area  as  soon  as  possible  after  work 
has  been  completed.  Caution  must  also  be  taken  to  (M-event  spills  of  oil  and  grease  that  may  reach  the 
receiving  water  from  equipment  maintenance,  and/or  the  handling  of  fuels  on  the  site.  Guidelines  for 
minimizing  degradation  to  waterways  during  construction  are  attached. 

3.  Projects  disturbing  one  or  more  acres  are  required  to  have  a  permit  to  discharge  storm  water  runoff 
until  the  site  is  stabilized  by  the  reestablishment  of  vegetation  or  other  permanent  cover.  Further 
information  on  the  storm  water  permit  may  be  obtained  from  the  Department’s  website  or  by  calling 
the  Division  of  Water  Quality^^^^^^^B  Also,  cities  may  impose  additional  requirements 
and/or  specific  best  management  practices  for  construction  affecting  their  storm  drainage  system. 
Check  with  the  local  officials  to  be  sure  any  local  storm  water  management  considerations  are 
addressed. 


impacting  the  water  body.  Turtle  River  from  its  confluence  with  Salt  Water  Coulee,  downstream,  to 
its  confluence  with  die  Red  River  of  the  North  is  a  listed  water  body.  A  copy  of  the  storm  water 
pollution  prevention  plan  also  needs  to  be  submitted  to  the  Department  when  applying  for  pennit 
coverage. 

4.  Noise  from  construction  activities  may  have  adverse  effects  on  persons  who  live  near  the  construction 
area.  Noise  levels  can  be  minimized  by  ensuring  that  construction  equipment  is  equipped  with  a 
recommended  muffler  in  good  working  order.  Noise  effects  can  also  be  minimized  by  ensuring  that 
construction  activities  are  not  conducted  during  early  morning  or  late  evening  hours. 

The  department  owns  tto  land  in  or  adjacent  to  the  proposed  improvements,  nor  does  it  have  any  projects 
scheduled  in  the  area.  In  addition,  we  believe  the  proposed  activities  are  consistent  with  the  State  Imple¬ 
mentation  Plan  for  the  Control  of  Air  Pollution  for  the  State  of  North  Dakota. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  ccanments,  please  feel  free  to  contact  this  office. 


Environmental  Health  Section 

LDG;cc 

Attach. 


Projects  that  have  a  discharge  point  located  within  2,000  feet  of,  and  flow  to,  a  water  body  listed  as 
impaired  due  to  sediment,  or  parameters  associated  with  sediment  transport  under  section  303(d)  of 
the  Federal  CWA  (see  the  Department’s  303(d)  List),  should  use  caution  to  prevent  sediment  from 


Envirortmentol  Health 
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North  Dakota 

Department  of  Transportation 

Grant  Levi,  RE.  Jack  Dalrymple 

Interim  Director  Gowitjw 


Construction  and  Environmental  Disturbance  Requirements 


These  represent  the  minimum  requirements  of  the  North  Dakota  Department  of  Health. 
They  ensure  that  minimal  environmental  degradation  occurs  as  a  result  of  construction 
or  related  work  which  has  the  potential  to  affect  the  waters  of  the  State  of  North  Dakota. 
All  projects  will  be  designed  and  implemented  to  restrict  the  losses  or  disturbances  of 
soil,  vegetative  cover,  and  pollutants  (chemical  or  biological)  from  a  site. 

Soils 

Prevent  the  erosion  of  exposed  soil  surfaces  and  trapping  sediments  being  transported. 
E}(amples  include,  but  are  not  restricted  to,  sediment  dams  or  berms,  diversion  dikes, 
hay  bales  as  erosion  checks,  riprap,  mesh  or  burlap  blankets  to  hold  soil  during 
construction,  and  immediately  establishing  vegetative  cover  on  disturbed  areas  after 
construction  is  completed.  Fragile  and  sensitive  areas  such  as  wetlands,  riparian 
zones,  delicate  flora,  or  land  resources  will  be  protected  against  compaction,  vegetation 
loss,  and  unnecessary  damage. 

Surface  Waters 

All  construction  which  directly  or  indirectly  impacts  aquatic  systems  will  be  managed  to 
minimize  Impacts.  All  attempts  will  be  made  to  prevent  the  contamination  of  water  at 
construction  sites  from  fuel  spillage,  lubricants,  and  chemicals,  by  following  safe  storage 
and  handling  procedures.  Stream  bank  and  stream  bed  disturbances  will  be  controlled 
to  minimize  and/or  prevent  silt  movement,  nutrient  upsurges,  plant  dislocation,  and  any 
physical,  chemical,  or  biological  disruption.  The  use  of  pesticides  or  herbicides  in  or 
near  these  systems  is  forbidden  without  approval  from  this  Department. 

Fill  Material 

Any  fill  material  placed  below  the  high  water  mark  must  be  free  of  top  soils, 
decomposable  materials,  and  persistent  synthetic  organic  compounds  (in  toxic 
concentrations).  This  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  asphalt,  tires,  treated  lumber,  and 
construction  debris.  The  Department  may  require  testing  of  fill  materials.  All  temporary 
fills  must  be  removed.  Debris  and  solid  wastes  will  be  removed  from  the  site  and  the 
impacted  areas  restored  as  nearly  as  possible  to  the  original  condition. 


April  12,2013 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
United  States  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 


EIS  TO  ASSESS  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  ASSOCIATED  WITH 
THE  BEDDOWN  OF  THE  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND  THE  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  OF  KC-46A  TANKER  AIRCRAFT,  GRAND  FORKS 
COUNTY,  GRAND  FORKS,  NORTH  DAKOTA 


We  have  reviewed  your  March  27, 2013,  letter. 

This  project  should  have  no  adverse  effect  on  the  North  Dakota  Department  of  Transportation 
highways;  however,  NDDOT  would  require  the  use  of  the  gate  accessed  ffom  the  interchange  on 
US  2  for  all  traffic. 

Additionally,  if  any  work  needs  to  be  done  on  highway  right-of-way,  appropriate  permits  and  risk 
management  documents  will  need  to  be  obtained  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  District 
Engineer,  Les  Noehre,  Grand  Forks 

ROBERT  A.  FODE.  P.E  -  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  PROJECT  DEVELOPMENT 
57/raf/js 

c:  Les  Noehre.  Grand  Forks  District  Engineer 


Final 


A.2-33 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.2.5  Grand  Forks  AFB  IICEP  Responses  (Continued) 


April  17,2013 


J.Dale  Clark 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Air  Force  NEPA  Center 


"Letter  of  Clearance"  In  Conformance  with  the  North  Dakota  Federal  Program  Review  System  - 
State  Application  Identifier  No.:  ND130417-0113 

Dear  Mr.  Clark: 

SUBJECT:  EIS  for  Beddown  of  FTU  for  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft  in  Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND 

The  above  referenced  notice  has  been  reviewed  through  the  North  Dakota  Federal  Program 
Review  Process.  As  a  result  of  the  review,  clearance  is  given  to  the  project  only  with  respect  to 
this  consultation  process. 

If  the  proposed  project  changes  in  duration,  scope,  description,  budget,  location  or  area  of 
impact,  from  the  project  description  submitted  for  review,  then  it  is  necessary  to  submit  a  copy  of 
the  completed  application  to  this  oftlce  for  further  review. 

We  also  request  the  opportunity  for  complete  review  of  applications  for  renewal  or  continuation 
grants  within  one  year  after  the  dale  of  this  letter. 

Please  use  the  above  SAI  number  for  reference  to  the  above  project  with  this  office.  Your 
continued  cooperation  in  the  review  process  is  much  appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

c-  — 

/ leff  Rotenberger 
Energy  Program  Manager 
Division  of  Community  Services 

jml 
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Department  of  Emergency  Services 
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Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force 

AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

Dear  Mrs.  Reynolds: 

I  am  pleased  to  commit  the  North  Dakota  Air  National  Guard  to  a  classic  association, 
with  the  319”  Air  Base  Wing  to  maximize  utilization  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  in 
consideration  for  assignment  at  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base. 

The  North  Dakota  Air  National  Guard  is  home  to  the  1 1 9”  Wing  which  has  an 
unequalled  history  of  excellence  in  both  manned  and  unmanned  aircraft.  The  1 1 9"*  has  flown  in 
excess  of  173,000  Class-A  Mishap  Free  hours  since  1973  -  mostly  in  fighter  aircraft.  The  119” 
Wingjust  received  their  15*  Air  Force  Outstanding  Unit  Award  (AFOUA)  and  previously  was 
awarded  the  2009  Joint  Operational  Support  Airlift  (JOSA)  Squadron  of  the  Year  award. 
Currently  the  North  Dakota  Air  National  Air  Guard  maintains  an  association  with  the  Minot  Air 
Force  Base  providing  nuclear  missile  security  and  earning  the  distinction  of  20 1 0  Air  National 
Guard  Security  Forces  Squadron  of  the  Year.  This  distinction  is  held  in  high  esteem  as  the  North 
Dakota  Air  National  Guard’s  219”  Security  Forces  Squadron  is  the  first  and  only  Air  National 
Guard  unit  nationwide  to  have  been  validated  to  perform  this  critical  mission. 

Since  the  North  Dakota  Air  National  Guard  currently  maintains  and  operates  the  MQ- 1 
unmanned  aircraft  at  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  the  expansion  of  our  association  into  the  KC- 
46A  tanker  mission  would  be  seamless.  The  1 19”  already  has  Air  Mobility  Command  pilots  and 
maintenance  personnel,  a  strong  recruiting  base  in  the  Grand  Forks  area  and  stands  ready  to 
maintain  and  fly  the  KC-46A. 

I  also  firmly  believe  that  the  potential  for  environmental  impacts  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Grand  Forics  Air  Force  Base  is  insignificant.  Given  tl^  fact  the  {CC-135  mission  was 
successfully  flown  from  Grand  Forks  for  years,  I  see  no  further  environmental  impact  as  a  result 
of  the  KC-^A  tanker  mission  being  located  at  Grand  Forks. 

As  Adjutant  General  of  the  North  Dakota  National  Guard,  I  assure  you  of  our 
commitment  to  support  an  association  with  the  Air  Force  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  and  the  Grand 
Forks  Air  Force  Base. 
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MC-208 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
United  States  Air  Force 
AFCE/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

We  received  your  letter  regarding  the  intent  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the 
Formal  training  Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating  Base  I  (MOB  I )  for  beddown  of  KC-46A  Tanker 
Aircraft.  We  have  considered  the  potential  for  both  environmental  damage  and  impacts  to  archaeological 
and  Native  American  religious  sites  on  lands  held  in  trust  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Great  Plains 
Region.  You  should  be  aware,  however,  that  Tribes  or  Tribal  members  may  have  lands  in  fee  status  near 
the  site  of  interest.  These  lands  would  not  necessarily  be  in  our  databases,  and  the  Tribes  should  be 
contacted  directly  to  ensure  all  concerns  are  recognized.  The  action  considered  has  the  following 
notification  date  and  project  locations: 


M_iicep_B_A-R2 

© 

U.S.  Deportment 
of  Tronsportollon 
Federal  Aviation 
Administration 

APR  1  9  2013 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
United  States  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  received  a  request  for  participation  and  solicitation  for 
scoping  comments  for  the  planned  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  assess  the 
potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  Formal  Training 
Unit  and  first  Main  Operating  Base  for  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 

The  Air  Traffic  Organization  (ATO)  has  reviewed  the  information  provided  with  the  request 
and  solicitation  and  has  determined  that  there  appears  to  be  no  proposed  change  or  impact  to 
the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS)  as  result  of  the  proposed  actions.  As  such,  the  ATO  has 
no  comments  at  this  time.  We  have  provided  copies  of  request  and  solicitation  to  our 
appropriate  service  centers  for  their  information  and  review.  If  they  have  any  additional 
comments  they  will  provide  them  through  the  EIS  website  as  described  in  the  request  and 
solicitation. 


•  March  27, 2013  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base 

(MOB  1 )  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  AUus  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB),  OK  McConnell  AFB,  are  proposed  for  the  FTU  mission 
and  Altus  AFB,  McCormell  AFB,  Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND  and 
Fairchild  AFB,  WA  are  proposed  for  the  MOB  I  mission. 

We  have  no  environmental  objections  to  this  action  as  long  as  the  project  complies  with  all  pertinent  laws 
and  regulations.  Questions  regarding  environmental  opinions  aiul  conditions  can  be  addressed  to  Jeffrey 
Davis,  Environmental  Protectirm  Specialist, 

We  also  find  that  the  listed  action  will  not  affect  cultural  resources  on  Tribal  or  individual  landholdings 
for  which  we  are  responsible.  Methodologies  for  the  treatment  of  cultural  resources  now  known  or  yet  to 
be  discovered  -  particularly  human  remains  -  must  nevertheless  utilize  the  best  available  science  in 
accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act,  the 
Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979  (as  amended),  and  all  other  pertinent  legislation  and 
implementing  regulations.  Archaeological  concerns  can  be  addressed  to  Dr.  Carson  N.  Murdy,  Regional 
Archaeologist, 

Sincerely, 

C€J  / 

Deputy  Regional  Director  -  Indian  Services 


If  you  later  determine  that  the  proposed  actions  being  assessed  in  the  EIS  involve  potential  changes 
in  the  NAS,  you  will  need  to  refer  to  the  requirements  of  FAA  Order  JO  7400.2,  Procedures  for 
Handling  Airspace  Matters  (http://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Order/AIR.pdf).  These 
actions  would  include  the  establishment  of  new  Special  Use  Airspace  (SUA)  or  expansion  of 
existing  SUA.  Chapter  32  and  Appendices  1  through  4  of  Order  JO  7400.2  will  provide  you  the 
ATO  environmental  processes  related  to  SUA  actions.  These  sections  of  the  order  provide  specific 
guidance  on  how  to  work  with  the  ATO  to  facilitate  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 
process  in  relation  to  airspace  actions.  If  you  have  any  additional  questions  rei^ardinp,  ATO"s 
environmental  process  please  contact  William  Burris  at 


Dennis  Roberts 

Director  of  Aerospace  Services 


Enclosure 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  7 


APR  ‘I  I  Ljii 


Mr.  J.  Dale  Clark 

Air  Force  NFPA  Center 

ATTN:  AFCEC/CZN 

2261  Hughes  Ave.,  Suite  155 

Lackland  AFB.  TX  78235-9853 

Dear  Mr.  Clark: 

'Hits  letter  responds  to  your  March  27,  2013,  consultation  request  regarding  the  EIS  to  assess  the 
potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  bed-down  of  the  Formal  Training  Unit  and  the 
first  Main  Operating  Base  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  at  McConnell  AFB,  KS. 

While  evaluating  this  action,  1  referred  to  EPA's  NEP Assist  database  for  spatial  relationships  of 
environmentally  regulated  facilities  and  remediation  sites.  I  have  provided  a  map  with  locations  of  these 
facilities  and  other  areas  you  might  consider. 

Ruby  Cryslcr,  the  RCRA  corrective  project  manager  of  the  site,  provided  me  with  these  comments  that 
the  Air  Force  should  consider  when  preparing  the  EIS: 

•  Detail  the  additional  infrastructure  that  will  be  needed  to  support  the  numbers  of  increased 
airmen  or  facilities  (larger  refueling  tanks,  additional  stonnwater  or  sewage  capacity,  etc.). 

•  The  base  is  currently  addressing  numerous  solid  waste  management  units  and  installation 
program  sites  through  a  RCRA  corrective  action  permit.  Thus  far  they  have  addressed  19 
SWMUs/IRP  sites  out  of  230  total  sites  on  the  permit. 

•  The  base  has  implemented  an  institutional  controls  plan  that  currently  covers  21  sites.  Any 
infrastructure  expansion  on  the  base  needs  to  be  coordinated  closely  with  the  base’s  22  Civil 
Engineer  Squadron/CEAN  (Asset  Management  Environmental  Element).  They  oversee 
implementation  of  the  institutional  controls  plan  and  wor1(  closely  with  the  EPA  and  the  Kansas 
Department  of  Health  and  Environment  to  investigate  and  remediate  soil  and  groundwater 
contamination  present  at  many  different  locations  on  the  base.  We  want  to  ensure  that 
construction  and  operations  do  not  disturb  contaminant  source  areas,  spread  contamination,  or 
expose  personnel  to  environmental  hazards. 

Thank  you  for  providing  the  opportunity  to  provide  early  comments  on  this  project.  EPA  looks  forward 
to  the  draft  environmental  document.  I  encourage  you  to  contact  me 
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any  NEPA  concerns,  or  Ms.  Crysler  at 
RCRA  concerns. 


Sincerely, 


Printed  on  Recycled  Paper 
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U.S.  Department 
ofTransportaiion 

Federal  Aviation 
Administration 


CeiKni  Reiton 
lowi,  Kansu, 
Missouri.  Nebraska 


APR  2  5  2013 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
United  States  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

We  have  received  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force's  correspondence  dated  March  27, 2013, 
regarding  the  beddown  of  the  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  1)  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircrafi.  We  generally  do  not  provide  comments  finm  an 
environmental  standpoint. 

The  project  may  require  formal  notice  and  review  for  airspace  review  under  Federal  Aviation 
Regulation  (FAR)  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace.  To  determine  if  you  need  to 
file  with  FAA,  go  to  http://oeaaa.faa.  eo v  and  click  on  the  ‘‘Notice  Criteria  Tool”  found  at  the 
left-hand  side  of  the  page. 

If  after  using  the  tool  you  determine  that  filing  with  FAA  is  required,  we  recommend  a  120-day 
notification  to  accommodate  the  review  process  and  issue  our  determination  letter.  Proposals 
may  be  filed  at  http://oeaaa.faa.eov. 

We  hope  this  adequately  addresses  your  concerns. 

TJoseph  N.  Miniace 
Regional  Administrator 
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Phone  785  29®  1535 
Fax  785  296  8464 
WWW  kdheks  gov 

RiJxm  M».  Socixiury  lh:purimcni  orMcaJlh*  Environmcni  Sum  brxn\nhavk. 

Conimcms  by:  KI3HI:  Transmillal  Dale:  April  29.  2013 

t  his  form  provides  nodflcation  and  the  opportunity  for  your  agency  to  review  and  comments  on  this  proposed 
project  as  required  by  Executive  Order  12372.  Review  Agency,  please  complete  Parts  II  and  III  as  appropriate  and 
return  to  contact  person  listed  below.  Your  prompt  response  will  be  appreciated. 

RETURN  TO:  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 

United  States  Air  Force 
AFCE/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  II.  62225-5022 

PART  I 

_ Aging 

_Agriculiurc 
Biological  Survey 

_ Conservation  Commission 

Corporation  Commission 

part  II  AGENCY  REVIEW  COMMENTS 

COMMENTS:  (Attach  additional  sheet  if  necessary)  Re:  EIS  associated  with  the  Beddown  of  ihe  FTU  and  the  First  MOB  of  the 
KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita.  Kansas 

Please  see  the  enclosed  comments  submitted  by  Scott  Yankey  and  Travis  Daneke.  Bureau  of  Environmental  Remediation 
PART  III 

RECOMMENDED  ACTION  COMMENTS: 

_X_Clcarance  of  the  project  should  be  granted.  _ Clearance  of  the  project  .should  not  be  delayed  but  Ihe 

Applicant  should  (in  the  Final  application) 

_^C  learance  of  the  project  should  not  be  granted.  address  and  clarify  the  question  or  concerns  indicated 

above. 

_  Clearance  of  the  project  should  be  delayed  until  the 

issues  or  questions  above  have  been  clarified.  _ Request  the  opportunity  to  review  final  application 

_Rcqucsl  a  Stale  Process  Reeominendalion  in  P""  “  “bmission  lo  Ihc  federal  funding  agency, 

concurrence  with  the  above  comments. 


REVIEW  AGENCIES/COMMISSION 

._Rducation  _ State  Forester 

Gcolottical  Survey,  KS  _ Transportation 

X  Health  &  Environment  _ Water  Office.  KS 

_ Historical  Society  _ Wildlife  &  Parks 

_ Social  &  Rehabilitation  Commerce 


Division  of  Environment 
Cuitis  State  Office  Building 
1000  SW  Jackson  St ,  Su4e  400 
Topeki  KS  66612-1367 


Kansas 


DIVISION.S/  AGENCY/  COMMISSION 

- 

John  W.  Mitchell,  Director 
Division  of  Environment 


JWM/df 
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U«rau  of  Niifi— uMl  Kcmnhaiwii 
t  stale  t  Jtfice  Butkln; 
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Kansas 


Robcn  Mmct.  Sff>.  SeattMj 
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pttaic 
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MF..MORANDIM 


TO:  IXmna  l  isher 

FROM:  Scon  Yankcy 

DATE:  April  22.  2013 

RF.:  Inlergovemmcnial  Agency  Review  requested  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  for  the  Environmental 

Impact  Statement  Associated  with  the  Beddown  of  the  Formal  Training  Unit  and/or  the  First 
Main  Operating  Base  of  the  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  Wichita. 
Kansas 


The  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment  (KDHE),  Bureau  of  Environmental  Remediation 
(BER).  As.scssment  and  Restoration  Section,  Superfund  and  Dryclcancr  Remediation  Unit  has  identified  seven 
known  contaminated  dtycleaner  facilities  located  within  two  (2)  miles  of  McComtell  Air  Force  Base  (Base) 
property.  Contaminated  groundwater  from  some  of  these  sites  could  flow  toward  the  Base  and  the  proposed 
project. 

The  identified  sites  within  two  (2)  miles  of  the  Base  include  the  following; 


Site  Name 

Address 

Site  ID 

Acme  Cleaners 

1516  S.  Edgemoor,  Wichita 

C2-087-70268 

Best  Cleaners 

1212  S.  Rock  Road.  Wichita 

C2-OS7-030n 

Hillside  Laundry 

2890  S.  Hillside.  Wichita 

C2-087-70838 

Magic  Carpet  Cleaners 

5602  E.  Harry.  Wichita 

C2-087-71488 

Misco  Towel  &  Uniform 

2774  S.  Roosevelt,  Wichita 

C2-087«72804 

Tommie’s  Cleaners 

813  S.  Woodlawn,  Wichita 

C2-087-70843 

Welch  Pla/a  Cleaners 

3203  E.  Harrv.  Wichita 

C2-087-70272 

Stair  members  from  the  U.S.  Air  Force  are  welcome  to  come  and  view  the  KDBE-BER  files  in 
accordance  with  the  Kansas  Open  Records  Act.  Please  contact  me  by  telephone  at  (785)  296-8025  or  by  c-mail 
at  syankcyCo^kdheks.gov  if  you  have  any  questions. 


Hutew  of  iiBvinMnicniil  Remedutian 
C'unu  -Swe  Oflkt  BoUtfang 
lOOO  SW  iKkaop  Si  .  S«>w4IO 
Topeia.KS  «66tM367 


Roboi  Muwr.  MP.  .Sa.'Tcur> 


iCaiisas 


pOora;  785-296^78 
fax  r85-29»<4823 
Uanake^ketieks  90« 
«M*w  Uheks  gov 


Dqiwtwciit  of  Iteafth  A  fcwuuHtncK 


Sn  Rmpnbot'k.  Oovimur 


ME.MORANDIM 


TO:  Donna  Fisher 

rC  McConnell  AFB  Parent  Site  (C2-087-03010) 

FRO.M:  Travis  Daneke 

D.ATE:  Aprils,  2013 

RE:  Environmental  Audit  Requested  by  Dale  Clark  from  the  Depattmcnl  of  the  Ait  Force. 

The  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment  (KDHE).  Bureau  of  Environmental  Remediation 
(BER),  Assessment  and  Restoration  Section  has  located  forty-three  (43)  known  Dcpartmem  of  Defense 
Sites  site  in  the  vicinity  of  the  area  in  question. 


•  McConnell  AFB  Patent  Site  (C2-087-030 1 0) 

.  Air  Force  Plant  #13(02-087-71343) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  1 22  (C2-0g7-7 1 347) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  145  (C2-087-71348) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  1 5 1  (C:2-087-7 1349) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  202  (C2-087-71350) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  204(02-087-71 351) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  140  (C2-087-71352) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  124  (C2-087-71 353) 
.  MeConncll  AFB  SWMU  150  (C2-087-71354) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  123  (C2-087-71355) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  142  (C2-087-7I356) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  1 14  (C2-087-71357) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  198  (C2-087-7I358) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  1 13  (C2-087-7I359) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  121  (C2-087-71360) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  148  (C2-087-7136I) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  1 25  (C2-087-71362) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  127  (C2-087-7I363) 

•  McConnell  AFBSWMU  126(C2-087-71364) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  128  (0-2-087-71365) 
.  McConnell  AFB  SW'MU  137  (C2-087-71366) 
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•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  183  (C2-087-7I367) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  1 86  (C2-087-7 1 368) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  122  (C2-087-7I347) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  1 84  (C2-087-71 369) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SS-OI  Spill  Site  (C2-087-71370) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SS-03  Spill  Sile  (C2-087-7I466) 

•  McConnell  AFB  FT-06  (C2-087-7 1 467) 

•  McConnell  AFB  FT-07  (C2-087-7 1 468) 

•  McConnell  LF-I I  Landfill  2  (C2-087-7I469) 

•  McConnell  SS-I4  (C2-087-71 888) 

•  McConnell  AFB  ST-I7/SS-02  (C2-087-7 1 889) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  107  (C2-087-7I890) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  1 60  (C2-087-7 1 89 1 ) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  207  (C2-087-7 1 892) 

•  McConnell  AFB  SWMU  208  (C2-087-71 896) 

•  McConnell  AFB  LF-34  (C2-087-72286) 

•  McConnell  AFB  LF-33  (C2-087-72446) 

•  McConnell  AFB  BLDG  692  (C2-087-72447) 

•  McConnell  AFB  BLDG  971  {C2-087-72565) 

•  McConnell  AFB  BLDG  3 1 4  (C2-087-72790) 

The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  siafT  is  welcome  to  come  view  the  KDH  F.-BER  files  in  accordance 
with  the  Kansas  Open  Reeords  Act.  However,  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  should  have  files  on  all  of 
the  above  mentioned  sites.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Travis  Daneke  at  (785)  296-6378  or  at 
idancke@kdheks.gov. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

National  Park  Service 
Midwest  Reeion 


MAY  2  4  2013 

l.D(MWR-PCL/PC) 

ER- 13/0 184 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 

United  States  Air  Force 

AFCEaCZN  Midwest  Office 

507  Symington  Drive 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois  62225-5022 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  (Department)  has  requested  that  the  National  Park  Service  (NFS), 

Midwest  Regional  Office,  prepare  a  response  to  our  review  of  the  Notice  of  Intent  to  Prepare  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating  Base  I 
(MOB  1)  fcK  the  beddown  of  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft,  in  Oklahoma,  Washington,  North  Dakota,  and 
Kansas.  The  NPS  offers  the  following  comments  and  recommendations  for  your  consideration; 

The  NPS  would  like  the  EIS  to  identify  and  address  any  potential  impacts  to  NPS  units  within  the  areas 
identified  to  house  the  FTU  and  MOB  1 .  The  potential  staging  of  these  aircraft  at  Altus  Air  Force  Base  in 
Oklahoma  places  them  in  proximity  to  four  NPS  sites:  Washita  Battlefield  National  Historic  Site  is 
approximately  70  miles  away  and  three  other  sites.  Lake  Meredith  National  Recreation  Area,  Oklahoma 
City  National  Memorial,  and  Chickasaw  National  Recreation  Area  are  within  a  distance  of  120  miles. 
Lake  Roosevelt  National  Recreation  Area  is  within  50  miles  of  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Washington, 
and  Tallgrass  Prairie  National  Preserve  is  within  70  miles  of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas. 

The  Department  and  the  NPS  has  a  continuing  interest  in  working  with  the  Air  Force  to  ensure  impacts  to 
resources  of  concern  to  the  Department  are  adequately  addressed.  For  continued  consultation  and 
coordination  with  the  issues  concerning  resources  of  the  NPS,  please  contact  Regional  Environmental 
Coordinator  Nick  Chevance,  Midwest  Regional  Office,  National  Park  Service. 

Omaha,  Nebraska 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments. 

Sincerely, 

Michael  T.  Reynolds 
Regional  Director 


Take  prideh 
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For  those  working  Bio  for  McConnell... 

— Original  Message — 

From:  prvs=18257877cc=iean. revnolds@us.af.mil  fmailto:prvs=18257877cc=iean.revnolds@us.af.mill 
On  Behalf  Of  REYNOLDS,  JEAN  A  CIV  USAF  DoD  A7/AFCEC/CZN  MidWest  Office 
Sent:  Tuesday,  April  30,  2013  7:32  AM 
To:  Daues,  Tom  V. 

Subject:  FW:  Project  Review:  McConnell  AFB  FTU  and  MOB  1  In  Wichita,  Sedgwick  Co.  (Track  20130485) 

. Original  Message . . 

Brian 

Sent:  Monday,  April  29,  2013  4:15  PM 

To:  REYNOLDS,  JEAN  A  CIV  USAF  DoD  A7/AFCEC/aN  MidWest  Office 

Subject:  Project  Review:  McConnell  AFB  FTU  and  MOB  1  in  Wichita,  Sedgwick  Co.  (Track  20130485) 
Dear  Mr.  Clark: 

We  have  reviewed  the  provided  information  concerning  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  assess 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  Formal  Training  Unit 
and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  at  McConnell  AFB  in  Wichita,  Sedgwick 
County.  Currently,  there  are  no  state-threatened  or  state-endangered  species  concerns  within  the 
McConnell  AFB;  thus,  clearance  of  any  potential  construction  project  concerning  facilities  at  McConnell 
AFB  should  be  granted.  However,  if  McConnell  AFB  is  selected  and  construction  projects  proceed,  we 
request  detailed  project  plans  as  soon  as  plans  are  available  in  order  to  provide  project-specific 
recommendations.  Please  send  information  to  Emma  Foltz, 

Please  consider  this  email  our  official  review  of  this  proposal.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns 
please  feel  free  to  contact  me. 

Brian 

Brian  Bartels,  Ecologist 
Ecological  Services 

Kansas  Dept,  of  Wildlife,  Parks,  and  Tourism 
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A,3  TRIBAL  CORRESPONDENCE 

To  support  this  EIS,  the  USAF  consulted  on  a  government-to-government  basis  with  potentially 
affected  tribes  in  the  Region  of  Influence  (ROI)  for  each  base  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU 
and  MOB  1  scenarios.  For  the  MOB  1  scenarios  at  Altus,  Fairchild,  Grand  Forks,  and 
McConnell  AFB,  the  ROI  includes  the  areas  surrounding  the  base;  for  the  Altus  and  McConnell 
AFB  FTU  scenarios,  the  ROI  includes  the  areas  surrounding  the  base  and  around  the  auxiliary 
airfields  where  FTU  aircrews  would  operate.  The  table  below  provides  a  summarized  list  of 
USAF  communication  with  tribes.  All  tribes  listed  in  Table  A-1  received  notification  letters  as 
well  as  letters  requesting  consultation  under  Section  106  of  the  NHPA.  Several  tribes  responded 
to  consultation  requests  or  coordination  letters,  and  a  brief  summary  of  the  responses  are 
included  in  Table  A-1. 

Follow-up  correspondence  was  conducted  for  tribes  that  did  not  respond  to  initial  consultation 
and  coordination  efforts.  This  additional  outreach  may  have  included  additional  telephone, 
e-mail,  or  letter  correspondence.  Unless  requested  otherwise,  all  tribes  received  a  copy  of  the 
Draft  EIS. 


Table  A-1.  Tribal  Consultation 


Tribe 

Summary  Respouse 

Initial 

Notification 

Letter 

Sec.  106 
Consultation 
Letter 

Follow  Up  Correspondence 
(emaiFphone  calls) 

Altus  AFB 

Apache  Tribe  of 
Oklahoma 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

19  June  2013 

7/2/13,  12/13/13 

Caddo  Indian 

Nation  of 

Oklahoma 

No  impact  anticipated 

29  March  2013 

19  June  2013 

8/13/13 

Cherokee  Nation, 
Oklahoma 

Tribal  THPO  indicated  that 
records  not  maintained  for 
subject  area. 

29  March  2013 

19  June  2013 

7/12/13 

Cheyenne  and 
Arapaho  Tribes 

No  impacts 

29  March  2013 

19  June  2013 

8/5/13 

Chickasaw  Nation 

No  impacts 

29  March  2013 

19  June  2013 

12/12/13 

Comanche  Nation, 
Oklahoma 

No  properties  impacted 

29  March  2013 

19  June  2013 

12/12/13 

Kaw  Nation, 
Oklahoma 

Tribal  Chair  requested 
additional  project  information. 
THPO  indicated  that  the  area 
is  not  in  historic  or  prehistoric 
properties  of  the  Kaw  Nation. 

29  March  2013 

19  June  2013 

7/2/13,  7/8/13 

Sec.  106  consultation 
considered  complete.  Will 
provide  copies  of  Draft  EIS  and 
Final  EIS. 

Kiowa  Indian  Tribe 
of  Oklahoma 

No  impacts 

29  March  2013 

19  June  2013 

12/12/13 

Osage  Nation 

Requested  copy  of  Draft  EIS 
and  any  associated  cultural 
resource  survey  reports  for  the 
proposed  action. 

29  March  2013 

19  June  2013 

7/2/13,  12/12/13 

Wichita  and 
Affiliated  Tribes 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

19  June  2013 

7/2/13,  12/12/13 

Final 
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Table  A-1.  Tribal  Consultation  (Continued) 


Tribe 

Summary  Response 

Initial 

Notification 

Letter 

Sec.  106 
Consultation 
Letter 

Follow  Up  Correspondence 
(email/phone  calls) 

Fairchild  AFB 

Coeur  d’Alene 

Tribe 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

21  June  2013 

7/23/2013,  9/3/2013 

Confederated  Tribe 
of  the  Colville 
Reservation 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

21  June  2013 

7/23/2013,  9/3/2013 

Kalispel  Indian 
Community 

Submitted  Section  106  letter 
response  indicating  no 
concerns 

29  March  2013 

21  June  2013 

Not  applicable 

Spokane  Tribe  of 
Indians 

Submitted  a  verbal  and  written 
comment  during  the  public 
review  period  for  the  Draft  EIS. 

29  March  2013 

21  June  2013 

Not  applicable 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

Bois  Forte  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Contact  attempted  by  both 
email  and  phone  on  8-12-13 

Cheyenne  River 
Sioux  Tribe 

Air  Force  representatives  from 
AFCEC  and  Grand  Forks  AFB 
met  with  the  tribe  on  December 
5  2013.  Tribal  concerns  were 
noted  and  a  follow  up  letter  (20 
December  2013)  stating  the  Air 
Force  determination  of  no 
adverse  impact  is  included  in 
this  Appendix. 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Emails  sent  on  8-12-13,  8-14- 
13,8-27-13.  Phone  calls  on  8- 
12-13,  8-29-13.  Additional 
emails  and  calls  on  9-4-13 
resulted  in  a  meeting  at  Eagle 
Butte,  South  Dakota  on  5 
December  2013.  Email  sent  on 
24  December  as  a  follow  up  to 
the  20  December  letter.  Phone 
call  and  email  on  14  and  17 
January. 

Crow  Creek  Sioux 
Tribe 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Contact  attempted  by  both 
email  and  phone  on  8-12-13 

Flandreau  Santee 
Sioux 

Questionnaire  returned  by  mail. 
The  tribe  wants  to  be  part  of  the 
public  process  and  indicated 
that  the  undertaking  may  have 
historical  significance.  They 
would  like  to  receive  additional 
information. 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-12-13.  A  follow  up  email 
was  sent  on  8-27-13.  A  Draft 
EIS  was  provided. 

Fond  du  Lac  Band 
of  Lake  Superior 
Chippewa 

Responded  by  email  and 
indicated  they  would  like  to 
receive  additional  information. 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

A  follow  up  email  and  phone 
call  was  made  on  8-12-13.  A 
Draft  EIS  was  provided. 

Leech  Lake  Band 
of  Ojibwe 

Responded  by  letter 
(5  April  2013).  No  issues. 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Section  106  consultation 
complete 

Lower  Brule  Sioux 
Indian  Tribe 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were  made 
by  phone  and  email  on  8-12-13 

Lower  Sioux 

Indian  Community 
Council 

Responded  via  email.  There 
are  no  issues  and  do  not  want 
to  consult. 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Section  106  consultation 
complete 

Mille  Lacs  Band  of 
Ojibwe 

Responded  by  letter 
(10  April  2013).  No  issues 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Section  106  consultation 
complete 

Minnesota 

Chippewa  Tribe, 
Grand  Portage 

Band 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-12-13 

Final 
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Table  A-1.  Tribal  Consultation  (Continued) 


Tribe 

Summary  Response 

Initial 

Notification 

Letter 

Sec.  106 
Consultation 
Letter 

Follow  Up  Correspondence 
(email/phone  calls) 

Grand  Forks  AFB  (Continued) 

Oglala  Sioux  Tribe 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-14-13 

Prairie  Island  Sioux 
Community 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-20-13 

Red  Lake  Band  of 
Chippewa 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-20-13 

Rosebud  Sioux 

Tribe 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-20-13 

Shakopee 

Mdewakanton 

Sioux  Community 

Responded  via  email.  Does  not 
want  to  consult/no  issues. 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Section  106  consultation 
complete 

Sisseton- W  ahpeton 
Oyate 

Responded  via  email.  Does  not 
want  to  consult/no  issues. 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Section  106  consultation 
complete 

Spirit  Lake  Tribal 
Council/ Spirit  Lake 
Tribe 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-21-13 

Standing  Rock 

Sioux  Tribal 

Council 

Tribe  responded  by  letter 
(27  May  2013).  Requested  that 
the  analysis  consider  noise 
impacts  to  fasting  and  prayers. 
After  additional  discussion  with 
the  USAF,  the  tribe  indicated 
that  there  would  be  no  impacts 
from  this  project.  Grand  Forks 
AFB  followed  up  and  received  a 
confirmation  email  on  10 
December  2013  stating  they 
were  satisfied  with  the  USAF 
response. 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

The  Draft  EIS  was  provided 
and  the  cultural  resource 
manager  followed  up  with  a 
phone  conversation  with  this 
tribe.  During  the  conversation, 
it  was  explained  that  should 
Grand  Forks  AFB  be  selected 
the  proposed  KC-46A 
overflights  would  be  at 
elevations  of  18,000  feet  and 
noise  levels  would  not  be 
noticeable  on  the  ground. 

Three  Affiliated 
Tribes  of  the  Fort 
Berthold 

Reservation,  North 
Dakota  or  the 
Mandan,  Hidatsa  & 
Arikara  Nation 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-21-13 

Turtle  Mountain 
Band  of  Chippewa 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-21-13 

Final 
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Table  A-1.  Tribal  Consultation  (Continued) 


Tribe 

Summary  Response 

Initial 

Notification 

Letter 

Sec.  106 
Consultation 
Letter 

Follow  Up  Correspondence 
(emalFphone  calls) 

Grand  Forks  AFB  (Continued) 

Upper  Sioux  Indian 
Community 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-21-13 

White  Earth  Band  of 
Minnesota 

Chippewa 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-21-13 

Yankton  Sioux  Tribe 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

29  July  2013 

Additional  attempts  at 
contacting  this  tribe  were 
made  by  phone  and  email  on 
8-21-13 

McConnell  AFB 

Apache  Tribe  of 
Oklahoma 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

7/2/13,  12/13/13 

Caddo  Indian  Nation 
of  Oklahoma 

Phone  conversation  with 

Robert  Cast  7/18/13.  Remove 
from  list 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

No  further  Section  106 
consultation  required. 

Cherokee  Nation, 
Oklahoma 

Phone  conversation  with  Pat 
Gwin,  temporary  THPO.  No 
known  issues. 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

7/23/13,  7/25/13 

Cheyenne  and 

Arapaho  Tribes 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

7/18/13,  7/22/13,  7/25/13, 
7/30/13,  12/12/13.  Email  on 
12/12/13 

Chickasaw  Nation 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

7/30/13 

Comanche  Nation, 
Oklahoma 

Phone  conversation  with 
limmy  Arterberry.  He  will 
look  for  letters  but  doubted 
they  would  comment. 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

7/18/13 

Iowa  Tribe  of 

Kansas  and 

Nebraska 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

7/22/13,  7/23/13,  7/25/13, 
7/30/13,  12/12/13 

Kaw  Nation, 
Oklahoma 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

7/22/13,  7/25/13,  7/30/13 

Kiowa  Indian  Tribe 
of  Oklahoma 

Phone  conversation  with  Amie 
Tah-Bone  but  no  comment  on 
the  project. 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

7/18/13,  7/22/13 

Osage  Nation 

Requested  copy  of  Draft  EIS 
and  any  associated  cultural 
resource  survey  reports  for  the 
proposed  action. 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

Copies  of  the  Draft  EIS  and 
any  survey  reports  will  be 
provided. 

Sac  &  Fox  Nation  of 
Missouri  in  Kansas 
and  Nebraska 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

7/22/13,  7/25/13,  12/12/13 

Wichita  and 

Affiliated  Tribes 

No  response 

29  March  2013 

17  July  2013 

7/22/13,  7/23/13,  7/25/13, 
7/30/13,  12/12/13 

Note:  Unless  specified,  follow-up  contacts  were  by  phone. 


Final 
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A.3.1  Tribal  Notification  Letter 


DEPARTMEI^  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
A(R  FORCE  CIVIL  ENGINEER  CENTER 
JOINT  BASE  SAN  ANTONIO  LACKLAND  TEXAS 


39  March  2013 


Mr.  Dale  Clark 

Chief.  Air  Force  NEPA  Center  AFCEC/CZN 
2261  Hughes  Ave.  Suite  155 
Lackland  AFB  TX  78235-9853 

SAMPLE  LETTER 

Tille  Name 
T  ribe 
Address 
Cit\.  State,  /ip 

Dear  Mr./M.s. 


The  United  Slates  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  assess  the 
potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  Fonnal  Irainitig  Unit  (FTU)  and  first  Main  Operating 
Base  (MOB  1 )  beddown  of  the  K.C-46A  tanker  aircraft.  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  in  OK  and  McConnell  AFB  in 
KS  are  proposed  alternatives  for  the  FTU  mission,  and  Altus  AFB,  McConnell  AFB.  Grand  Forks  AFB  in  ND  and 
Fairchild  AFB  in  WA  are  proposed  alternatives  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  No  base  would  receive  both  missions. 
Additional  information  on  the  beddown  and  EIS  process  is  included  in  the  attached  Notice  of  Intent  from  tJie  March 
26. 2013  Federal  Register. 

The  Air  Force  will  host  four  public,  drop-in  type  open  house  scoping  meetings  in  areas  near  the  Air  Force 
bases  proposed  for  this  action  (see  attached  scoping  brochure).  The  purpose  of  the  meetings  and  the  scoping  period 
is  to  solicit  comments  on  the  scope  of  environmental  issues  to  be  analyzed  in  depth  in  the  EIS.  Public  and  agency 
comments  provided  at  the  meetings,  as  w'cll  a.s  written  comments  received  by  the  Air  Force  during  the  scoping 
period  and  throughout  the  environmental  process,  will  be  considered  in  the  preparation  ofthe  EIS.  Additional 
scoping  infonnalion  can  be  found  on  the  project  website  at  wvvvv.kc-46A-bcddoNNn.com. 

Your  participation  and  scoping  comments  are  welcome  on  this  action.  I'his  portion  of  the  project  is  a  part 
of  the  F.IS  planning  process  Nvhich  focuses  on  public  involvement.  We  ftilly  recognize  that  your  tribe  i.s  a  unique 
entitv  not  considered  “the  public.’*  To  that  end.  plea.se  note  that  this  letter  is  for  notification  purposes  only .  Any 
comments  or  questions  regarding  this  project  may  be  directed  to  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds.  United  Slates  .Air  Force. 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Ofilce.  507  Symington  Drive.  Scott  AFB.  IL  62225-5022.  (618)  229-0843,  or  to  the  projeci 
website  at  vvNVNv.kc-46A-beddoNvn.com. 


Sincerely. 


Attachments; 

Notice  of  Intent 

KC-46A  FTLi  and  MOB  I  Brochure 
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following  proposal  for  collection  of 
information  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  (44  U.S.C. 
Chapter  35). 

DATES:  Consideration  will  be  given  to  all 
comments  received  by  April  25,  2013. 

Title.  Associated  Form  and  0MB 
Number:  Third  Party  Collection 
Program/Medical  Services  Account/ 
Other  Health  Insurance:  DD  Form  2569; 
0MB  Control  Number  0720-TBD 
(previously  0MB  Control  Number  0704- 
0323). 

Type  of  Request:  Extension. 

Number  of  Respondents:  2,936,905. 

Responses  per  Respondent:  1. 

Annual  Responses:  2,936,905. 

Average  Burden  per  Response:  3 
minutes. 

Annual  Burden  Hours:  146,845. 

Needs  and  (/ses.  Thc  information 
collection  requirement  is  necessary  h) 
obtain  health  insurance  policy 
information  used  for  coordination  of 
health  care  benefits  and  billing  third- 
party  payers.  DoD  implemented  the 
Third  Party  Collection  Program  (TPCP) 
in  FY87  based  on  the  authority  granted 
in  10  U.S.C.  1095  and  implemented  by 
32  CFR  part  220  in  accordance  with  the 
Consolidated  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1986  (COBRA) 
(Pub.  L.  99-272.  section  2001,  April  7. 
1986).  Under  the  TPCP.  DoD  is 
authorized  to  collect  from  third-parly 
payers  the  cost  of  inpatient  and 
oulpatienl  services  rendered  to  DoD 
beneficiaries  who  have  other  health 
insurance.  Military  treatment  facilities 
are  required  to  make  this  form  available 
to  Ihird-parly  payers  upon  request.  A 
third-party  payer  may  not  request  any 
other  assignment  of  benefits  form  from 
the  subscriber. 

Affected  Public:  Business  or  other  for- 
profit;  individuals  or  households. 

Frequency:  Annually  or  on  occasion 
(when  insurance  information  changes). 

Respondent’s  Obligation:  Required  to 
Obtain  or  Retain  Benefits, 

0MB  Desk  Officer:  Mr.  John  Kraemer. 

Wrillon  comments  and 
recommendations  on  the  proposed 
information  collection  should  be  sent  to 
Mr.  Kraemer  at  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget.  Desk  Officer 
for  DoD,  Room  10236.  New  Executive 
Office  Building.  Washington.  DC  20503. 

You  may  also  submit  comments, 
identified  by  docket  number  and  title, 
by  the  following  method: 

•  Federal  eRulemaking  Portal:  http:// 
w'wyi'.rcgulations.gov.  Follow  the 
instructions  for  submitting  comments. 

/nsfruef/ons;  AH  submissions  received 
musl  include  the  agency  name,  docket 
number  and  title  for  this  Federal 
Register  document.  The  general  policy 


for  comments  and  other  submissions 
from  members  of  the  public  is  to  make 
these  submissions  available  for  public 
viewing  on  the  Internet  at  http:// 
wwH’.rcgulations.gov  as  they  are 
received  without  change,  including  any 
personal  identifiers  nr  contact 
information. 

DOD  Clearance  Officer:  Ms.  Patricia 
Toppings. 

Written  requests  for  copies  of  the 
information  collection  proposal  should 
be  sent  to  Ms.  Toppings  at  WHS/ESD 
Information  Management  Division,  4800 
Mark  Center  Drive,  East  Tower,  Suite 
02G09.  Alexandria,  VA  22350-3100. 

Dated:  March  12,  2013. 

Aaron  Siegel, 

Alternate  OSD  Federal  Register  Liaison 
Officer,  Department  of  Defense. 

IFRDoc.  2013-06852  Filed  3-25-13;  8:45  am] 
BILLINQ  CODE  S001-<»-P 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
[Docket  ID:  DOD-2012-OS-0097] 

Defense  Transportation  Regulation, 
Part  IV 

AGENCY:  United  States  Transportation 
Command  (USTRANSCOM),  DoD. 
ACTION:  Announcement. 

SUMMARY;  On  September  4,  2012  (77  FR 
53873-53874).  the  Department  of 
Defense  published  a  notice  tilled 
Defense  Transportation  Regulation,  Part 
IV.  DoD  has  completed  their  review  and 
response  to  comments  received  in 
connection  with  the  Defense  Personal 
Property  Program  (DP3)  Phase  III  Direct 
Procurement  Method  (DPM)  business 
rules.  Responses  can  be  found  on  the 
Defense  Transportation  Regulation,  Part 
IV  Web  site  at  http://ix'y\'w.transcom.mi]/ 
dtr/part-iv/phoseiii.cfm  (DPM 
SECTION).  All  identified  changes  will 
be  incorporated  into  the  final  DPM 
business  rules.  The  DPM 
implementation  timelines  will  be  based 
on  completion  of  Defense  Personal 
Property  System  (DPS)  Phase  III 
programming  projected  forFYl7. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Mr. 
Jim  Teague,  United  Slates 
Transportation  Command.  TCj5/4-PI, 
508  Scott  Drive,  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  IL 
62225-5357; (618)  256-9605. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Any 
subsequent  modification(s)  to  the 
business  rules  beyond  the  above  stated 
changes  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  incorporated  into 
the  Defense  Transportation  Regulation 
(DTR)  Part  IV  (DTR  4500.9R).  These 


program  requirements  do  not  impose  a 
legal  requirement,  obligation,  sanction 
or  penalty  on  the  public  sector,  and  will 
not  have  an  economic  impact  of  $100 
million  or  more. 

Additional  Information 
A  complete  version  of  the  DTR  is 
available  via  the  internet  on  the 
USTRANSCOM  home  page  at  http:// 
WWW  Xronscom.mil/  dtr/pori-iv/ . 

Dated:  March  21,  2013. 

Aaron  Siegel. 

Alternate  OSD  Federal  Register  Liaison 
Officer,  Department  of  Defense. 

|FR  Dot--  2013-06854  Filed  3-25-13;  8:45  am] 
BILLINQ  CODE  5001-06-P 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Intent  To  Prepare  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Formal 
Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating 
Base  1  (MOB  1 )  for  the  Beddown  of 
KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft 

AGENCY:  Department  of  the  Air  Force, 
DOD. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  Intent. 

SUMMARY:  The  Air  Force  is  issuing  this 
notice  lo  advise  the  public  of  its  intent 
to  prepare  an  Environmenlal  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Formal  Training 
Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating  Base  1 
(MOB  1)  for  the  Beddown  of  KC— 46A 
Tanker  Aircrafl.  The  EIS  will  assess  the 
potential  environmental  consequences 
of  bedding  down  KC-46A  tanker 
aircrafl,  associated  infrastructure  and 
manpower  of  the  FTU  and  MOD  i  at 
existing  active  duty  Air  Force 
installations  within  the  continental 
United  Stales  and  the  no-action 
alternative. 

The  FTU  squadron  will  consist  of  up 
lo  eight  KC-46A  aircraft  with  a  mission 
lo  train  personnel  to  safely  and 
effectively  fly,  operate,  and  maintain  the 
KC-46A  aircraft.  The  MOB  1  will 
consist  of  36  KO— 46A  aircraft  with  a 
mission  to  provide  worldwide  refueling, 
cargo,  or  aeromedical  evacuation 
support. 

The  proposed  basing  alternatives  for 
the  FTU  arc: 

1. 1.  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB). 
Oklahoma 

1.  2.  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 
The  proposed  basing  alternatives  for 
MOB  1  are: 

1. 1.  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma 
1.  2.  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 
1.  3.  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 
1.  4.  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 
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Altus  AFD  and  McConnell  AFB  are 
being  considered  for  either  the  FTU  or 
MOB  1  missions:  no  base  would  receive 
both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions. 

Scoping:  In  order  to  effectively  define 
the  full  range  of  issues  to  be  evaluated 
in  the  EIS,  the  Air  Force  is  soliciting 
scoping  comments  from  interested  state 
and  federal  agencies  and  interested 
members  of  the  public.  The  Air  Force 
will  hold  a  series  of  scoping  meetings  to 
further  solicit  input  regarding  the  .scope 
of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 

1.  Scoping  meetings  will  be  held  in 
the  local  communities  near  the 
alternative  basing  locations.  The 
scheduled  dales,  times,  locations  and 
addresses  for  the  scoping  meetings  will 
also  be  published  in  local  media  a 
minimum  of  15  days  prior  to  the 
scoping  meetings. 

1.  Dates:  The  Air  Force  intends  to 
hold  scoping  meetings  from  5:00  p.m.  to 
8:00  p.m.  in  the  following  communities 
on  the  following  dates: 

1.  1.  Alius  Air  Force  Base — April  9, 

2013  at  the  Southwest  Technology 
Center,  711  West  Tamarack  Road. 
Altus.  OK 

1.  2.  McConnell  Air  Force  Base — April 
11.  2013  at  the  Eugene  M.  Hughes 
Metropolitan  Complex,  5015  East 
29th  Street  N,  Wichita,  KS 
1.  3.  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base — April  16, 
2013  at  the  Lincoln  Center.  1316 
North  Lincoln  Street,  Spokane,  WA 
1.  4.  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base — April 
18,  2013  at  the  Ramada  Inn,  1205 
North  43rd  Street,  Grand  Forks,  ND 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
project  Web  site  provides  more 
information  on  the  EIS  and  can  be  used 
to  submit  scoping  comments;  scoping 
comments  may  also  be  submitted  to  the 
address  below.  As  a  convenience  for 
comments  submitted  by  mail,  a 
comment  form  is  available  for  download 
on  the  Web  site.  Comments  will  be 
accepted  at  any  time  during  the 
environmental  impact  analysis  process. 
However,  to  ensure  the  Air  Force  has 
sufficient  time  to  consider  public  input 
in  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS, 
scoping  comments  should  be  submitted 
to  the  Web  site  or  the  address  listed 
below  by  May  17,  2013. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Ms. 
Jean  Reynolds.  United  States  Air  Force, 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office,  507 
Symington  Drive,  Scott  AFB,  Illinois 
62225-5022;  Phone: 

Henry  Williams  Jr. 

Acting  Air  Force  Federoi  Register  Liaison 
Officer. 

IFR  Doc.  2013-06840  Filed  3-25-13;  8:45  em| 
BILLING  CODE  5001-10-P 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

U.S.  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board;  Notice  of  Meeting 

AGENCY:  Department  of  the  Air  Force, 
U.S.  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board. 

ACTION:  Meeting  notice. 

SUMMARY:  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Gommittee  Act  of 
1972  (5  U.S.C.,  Appendix,  as  amended), 
the  Government  in  the  Sunshine  Act  of 
1976  (5  U.S.C.  552b,  as  amended),  and 
41  CFR  102-3.150,  the  Department  of 
Defense  announces  that  the  United 
Stales  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board  (SAB)  quarterly  meeting  will  take 
place  on  9  April  201 3  at  the  Eubank 
Conference  Center  on  Barksdale  AFB, 
LA,  The  SAB  will  meet  7:45  a.m.-12;45 
p.m.  with  all  sessions  closed  to  the 
public. 

The  purpose  of  this  quarterly  meeting 
is  to  review  the  status  of  the  FYlS  SAB 
studies  directed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force:  countering  electro-optical 
and  infrared  targeting  system  threats  to 
our  aircraft,  disaggregation  of  satellite 
mission  applications,  and 
communicating  in  a  contested 
environment.  The  SAB  will  receive  a 
presentation  on  the  mission  of  Air  Force 
Global  Strike  Command,  the  host  for  the 
SAB’s  Spring  Board  Meeting.  This  board 
meeting  will  also  include  the 
publication  status  of  the  FYl2  studies, 
the  latest  updates  on  the  ongoing  study 
outbriefs,  as  well  as  discussion  of  the 
SAB’s  review  of  Air  Force  Research 
Laboratory  (AFRL)  science  and 
technology  investments.  The  remaining 
FY13  Board  schedule  and  internal 
restructuring  options  will  also  be 
discussed. 

In  accordance  with  5  U.S.C.  552b,  as 
amended,  and  41  CFR  102-3,155.  this 
meeting  of  the  United  States  Air  Force 
Scientific  Advisory  Board  will  be  closed 
to  the  public  because  it  will  involve 
information  and  matters  covered  by 
sections  5  U.S.C.  552b(c)(l)  and  (2). 

Any  member  of  the  public  wishing  to 
provide  input  to  the  United  States  Air 
Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board  should 
submit  a  written  statement  in 
accordance  with  41  CFR  102-3. 140(c) 
and  section  10(a)(3)  of  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  and  the 
procedures  described  in  this  paragraph. 
Written  statements  can  be  submitted  to 
the  Designated  Federal  Olficor  at  the 
address  detailed  below  at  any  time. 
Statements  being  submitted  in  response 
to  the  agenda  mentioned  in  this  notice 
must  be  received  by  the  Designated 


Federal  Officer  at  the  address  listed 
below  at  least  five  calendar  days  prior 
to  the  meeting  which  is  the  subject  of 
this  notice.  Written  statements  received 
after  this  date  may  not  be  provided  to 
or  considered  by  the  United  States  Air 
Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board  until  its 
next  meeting.  The  Designated  Federal 
Officer  will  review  all  timely 
submissions  with  the  United  Stales  Air 
Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board 
Chairperson  and  ensure  they  are 
provided  to  members  of  the  United 
Stales  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board  before  the  meeting  that  is  the 
subject  of  this  notice. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  The 
United  Slates  Air  Force  Scientific 
Advisory  Board  Executive  Director  and 
Designated  Federal  Officer,  Lt  Col  Derek 
Lincoln,  240-612-5502,  United  Stales 
Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board, 
1500  West  Perimeter  Road.  Ste.  #3300, 
Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762, 
Derek.Lincoln@pentagon.af.mil. 

Henry  Williams  Jr, 

Acting  Air  Force  Federal  Register  Liaison 
Officer. 

IFRDcx.  2013-06781  Filed  3-25-13;  8:45  anil 
SILLING  CODE  5001-10-P 


DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
[Docket  No.  ED-2013-ICCD-0037] 

Agency  Information  Collection 
Activities;  Comment  Request;  Upward 
Bound  and  Upward  Bound  Math 
Science  Annual  Performance  Report 

AGENCY;  The  Office  of  Poslsecondary 
Education  (OPE),  Department  of 
Education  (ED). 

ACTION:  Notice. 


SUMMARY:  In  accordance  with  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  of  1995  (44 
U.S.C.  chapter  3501  et  seq.),  ED  is 
proposing  a  new  information  collection. 
DATES:  Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
submit  comments  on  or  before  Mav  28, 
2013. 

ADDRESSES;  Comments  submitted  in 
response  to  this  notice  should  be 
submitted  electronically  through  the 
Federal  eRulemaking  Portal  at  http:// 
www.reguIations.gov  by  selecting 
Docket  ID  number  ED-2013-ICCD-0037 
or  via  postal  mail,  commercial  delivery, 
or  hand  delivery.  Please  note  that 
comments  submitted  by  fax  or  email 
and  those  submitted  after  the  comment 
period  will  not  bo  accepted.  Written 
requests  for  information  or  comments 
submitted  by  postal  mail  or  delivery 
should  be  addressed  to  the  Director  of 
the  Information  Collection  Clearance 


Forrral  Training  Unit  (FTU}  & 

First  Main  Operating  5a»  (MOB  1 ) 

KC-46A^ 

Beddown 


The  U.S.  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  is  preparing  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  assess 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  of 
basing  and  operating  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft, 
associated  infrastructure  and  manpower  to 
establish  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU) 
and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1).  in  order 
to  effectively  define  the  full  range  of  issues  to 
be  evaluated  in  the  EIS.  the  Air  Force  is  holding 
public  scoping  meetings  to  determine  the  EIS 
scope  (i.e.  what  will  be  covered  and  in  what 
detail)  by  soliciting  comments  from  interested 
state  and  federal  agencies  and  interested 
members  of  the  public. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA) 

NEPA  is  our  national  mandate  for  making 
informed  decisions  while  considering 
environmental  impacts.  When  Federal 
agencies  propose  projects  having  the  potential 
to  significantly  impact  the  environment,  NEPA 
requires  the  following  process  be  undertaken  as 
part  of  planning  before  final  decisions  are  made: 

•  Evaluation  and  consideration  of  potential 
environmental  consequences  for  proposals  that 
may  significantly  impact  the  environment,  and 

•  Consideration  of  public  and  government  agency 
comments. 

Where  the  potential  for  significant  environmental 
impacts  exists,  this  evaluation  is  presented  in  an 
EIS,  which; 

■  Identifies  and  describes  the  affected 
environment: 

•  Evaluates  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  from  a  range  of  reasonable 
alternatives;  and 

•  Identifies  environmental  permits  and  specific 
mitigation  measures  that  could  avoid,  minimize, 
or  reduce  potential  environment  consequences. 


The  EIS  Timeline 

I  I  Opponuniliex  for  Publii:  Invitlvcmcnl 

.  j  Where  We  Are  Now 


Nulk'C  of  Intciil  10  cuiiduci  cnviriitimeiilal 
Hnalyiis  on  KC-46,A  BnlUuwn 
published  in  Federal  Regiuer 
March  2013 


Minimum  JO-day  Scopios  Period 
Spring  2013 

t 


Prvparaliun  of  OrnTt  EIS 
Summer  2013 


Notice  of  Availability  of  DraR  EIS 
for  public  review  published  in 
Federal  Register 

Minimum  45-da>  Comment  Period 
Ocioher  2013 


Notice  of  Availability  of  Final  F:I.S 
published  in  Federal  Register  and 
30-dav  EIS  Waiting  Period 
March  2014 


Notice  of  Intent  and  Scoping 

The  EIS  begins  with  an  NOI,  which  is  published 
in  the  Federal  RegisterXo  announce  the  Air 
Force’s  intent  to  prepare  an  EIS  on  the  KC-46A 
FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  proposed  action  and 
alternatives.  The  NOI  is  the  beginning  of  the 
public  scoping  process,  including  community 
scoping  meetings,  to  provide  the  public  and 
government  agencies  and  entities  time  to  review 
the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 
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Proposed  Action:  FTU  and  MOB  1  KC-46A  Tanker  Beddown 

The  KC-46A  EIS  will  evaluate  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  two  different  actions; 

1.  Beddown  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  for  one  squadron  at  one  base  for  the  FTU;  and 

2.  Beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three  squadrons  at  one  base  for  the  MOB  1 , 

The  proposed  FTU  alternative  locations  are: 

•  AltusAir  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma 

•  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 

The  FTU  Mission  would  require  the  use  of  various  auxiliary  airfields  in  Oklahoma.  Texas  and  Kansas. 
The  proposed  MOB  1  alternative  locations  are: 

•  AltusAFB,  Oklahoma 

•  Fairchild  AFB.  Washington 

•  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 

•  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 

Altus  AFB  and  McConnell  AFB  are  being  considered  for  both  the  FTU  or  MOB  1  missions.  No  base 
would  be  selected  for  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions. 


The  Air  Force  is  in  the  early  stages  of 
the  EIS  Process  and  no  decision  has 
been  made  as  to  final  KC-46A  FTU  and 
MOB  1  beddown  iocation(s). 


No-Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No-Action  alternative,  basing  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not  occur  at  this  time.  A  No- 
Action  alternative  will  be  evaluated  for  environmental  consequences  at  each  proposed  beddown 
location,  which  will  provide  a  baseline  for  decision-makers. 


Purpose  and  Need:  Tanker  Modernization 

The  selected  basing  locations  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations  and 
maintenance  support  as  necessary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each 
KC-46A  squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and  pitot 
and  personnel  training. 

The  purpose  of  the  KC-46A  beddown  Is  to  provide  locations  for  training  and  flight  operations.  The 
KC-46A  tankers  are  needed  to  support  a  high-threat,  multi-role  warfighting  capability  to  Commar>ders 
worldwide  Trained  pilots  and  personnel  must  be  available  to  meet  necessary  KC-46A  scheduled 
inventory  replenishment  dates  as  older  KC-135  tanker  aircraft  are  withdrawn  from  the  Inventory. 


Comparison  of  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 
Performance  Capabilities 


Primacy  Function 

Aenai  refueimg  ana  airliR  tvtth  200.  OdO  <0» 
total  fuel  tor  relueivig 

l-i 

Aenat  teKieUng  and  aifllft  witn  212  000  lbs 
total  fuel  For  refuebng 

Boom  Refueling 

Hydraulic  system  with  1,176  | 

gallons  per  minule  refuelir>g  rale  j 

i-'l 

Computer  assisted  with  1  200  gallons 
per  minule  refueling  rate 

Probe  and  Drogue 
Refueling 

Permanent  system  does  not  exist 
-  must  be  len^orahiy  added 

Permonent  centerlme  probe  and 
drogue  system 

Boom  and  Probe  &  Drogue 
Refueling  on  Same  Mission 

1 

Not  eepaoie  o*  both  on 
same  mission 

i-l 

Capebte  of  using  both  refuekng  types 
on  the  same  mtssion 

Refueling  of  Two  Aircraft  at 
the  Same  Time 

Umiied  to  20  tankers  with  the  eapabUitv  ' 
to  attseh  wirig  pods  and  condua  ' 

mwaipora  refuelIrtQ  of  two  aircraft  j 

[-1 

Al  tankers  nave  ina  capabMy  to  attach  wmg 
pods  and  condua  muaipoxil  reFuetng 

CargofPassertgeri 
Medical  Patient  Capacity 

Ocaigopaaets  S3  passengers. 

44  medical  patlenti 

[-1 

18  cargo  pallets.  114  passengers 

54  medical  patients 

Defensive  Systems 

Does  not  possess  sufhclent  systems 

[-1 

Protection  from  nuOear,  mfraied  thaat 
seeking  musiles)  and  biochemical  threats 

Night-time  Refueling 

Restricted  in  tacticst  missons 

[-1 

AIM  (0  refuel  in  tariicBl  rnlssniu 

Source  GAO  preeentaUofl  of  Air  Force  infommtlon  OBoemg  Company  (KC-46A  photo) 
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Environmental  Resources 

The  Air  Force  understands  the  potential  for  the 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  to  affect 
environmental  resources.  As  part  of  the  EIS,  the 
Air  Force  will  analyze  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  changes  made  to 
support  KC'46A  operation  and  training,  including 
changes  in  personnel,  construction  of  facilities, 
and  the  inclusion  of  KC-46A  training  and  flight 
operation  activities.  The  environmental 
resource  areas,  to  the  right,  are  currently  under 
consideration  in  the  EIS. 

Please  take  this  opportunity  to: 

E!  Learn  about  the  proposal, 

Si  Identify  community-specific  issues. 

Si  Make  sure  you  are  included  on  our 
mailing  list. 


Public  Scoping  Meetings 

5:00  p.m.  -  8:00  p.m. 

April  9.  2013 
Altus  Air  Force  Base 
Southwest  Technology  Center 
711  W.  Tamarack  Rd  .  Altus,  OK 

April  11,  2013 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

Eugene  M  Hughes  Metro  Complex  Rm  180 

5015  E,  29th  St  N  .  Wichita.  KS 

April  16,  2013 
Fairchild  Air  Force  Base 
Lincoln  Center.  1316  North  Lincoln  Street 
Spokane,  WA 

April  18,  2013 
Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base 
Ramada  Inn,  1205  North  43rd  Street 
Grand  Forks.  ND 

V _ _ _ / 


Environmental  Resource  Areas 
include: 


Airspace  Operations 

•  Airspace 

•  Noise 

•  Air  Quality 

•  Safety 

o  Flight  Safety 
o  Ground  Safety 

Natural  Resources 

•  Geology  and  Soils 

•  Surface  Water  and 
Groundwater 

•  Wetlands  and 
Floodplains 

•  Biological  Resources 


Cultural  Resources 

•  Archaeological, 
Architectural, 
and  Traditional 


Resources 

Hyman 

•  Land  Use 

•  Recreation 

•  Socioeconomics 

•  Environmental  Justice  and 

Protection  of  Children 

•  Infrastructure  (utilities  and 
public  services) 

■  Hazardous  Materials 
and  Waste 

•  Transportation 


How  to  Submit  Comments 

Submit  comments  electronically  at 
www.KC-46A-bgtlilown.cgm 
or  by  mail  before  May  17,  2013  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB.IL  62225-5022 
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Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

Tribe 

City 

State 

Zip 

Mr. 

Jimmy 

Arterberry 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Comanche  Nation 

Lawton 

OK 

73502 

Mr. 

James 

Munkres 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Osage  Tribe 

Pawhuska 

OK 

74056 

Director 

Donna 

Prengiss 

Director 

Apache  Tribe 

Andarko 

OK 

73005 

Mr. 

Robert 

Cast 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Caddo  Nation  of  Oklahoma 

Binger 

OK 

73009 

Chairperson 

Brenda 

Edwards 

Chairperson 

Caddo  Nation  of  Oklahoma 

Binger 

OK 

73009 

Principal  Chief 

Bill  John 

Baker 

Principal  Chief 

Cherokee  Nation 

Tahlequah 

OK 

74464 

Pat 

Gwin 

Historic  Preservation  Tribal 
Officer 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Cherokee  Nation 

Tahlequah 

OK 

74465 

Governor 

Janice 

Boswell 

Governor 

Cheyenne  -  Arapaho  Tribes 

Concho 

OK 

73022 

Ms. 

Lynette 

Gray 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Cheyenne  -  Arapaho  Tribes 

Concho 

OK 

73022 

Governor 

Bill 

Anoatubby 

Governor 

Chickasaw  Nation 

Ada 

OK 

74280 

Chairman 

Wallace 

Coffey 

Chairman 

Comanche  Nation 

Lawton 

OK 

73502 

Ms. 

Crystal 

Douglas 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Kaw  Nation 

Kaw  City 

OK 

74641 

Mr. 

Guy 

Munroe 

Chairman  &  CEO 

Kaw  Nation 

Kaw  City 

OK 

74641 

Ms. 

Amie 

Tah-Bone 

Museum  Director  &  Acting 
NAGPRA  Representative, 

The  Kiowa  Museum  &  NAGPRA 
Program 

Kiowa  Indian  Tribe  of 

Oklahoma 

Carnegie 

OK 

73015 

Chairman 

Ronald  "Dawes" 

Twohatchet 

Chairman 

Kiowa  Indian  Tribe  of 

Oklahoma 

Carnegie 

OK 

73015 

Mr. 

John  D. 

Red  Eagle 

Principal  Chief 

Osage  Tribe 

Pawhuska 

OK 

74056 

Terri 

Parton 

President 

Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes 
(Wichita,  Keechi,  Waco  and 
Tawakonie) 

Anadarko 

OK 

73005 
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A,3.3  Fairchild  AFB  Tribal  Notification  Mailing  List 


Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

Tribe 

City 

State 

Zip 

Chief 

Allen 

Chairman 

Coeur  D'Alene  T ribe  of  the 
Coeur  D'Alene  Reservation 

Plummer 

ID 

83851 

Dr. 

Jill 

Wagner 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 
Office 

Coeur  D'Alene  T ribe  of  the 
Coeur  D'Alene  Reservation 

Plummer 

ID 

83851 

Mr. 

Michael 

Finley 

Business  Council 
Chairman 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Colville  Reservation 

Nespelem 

WA 

99155-0150 

Mr. 

Guy 

Moura 

Acting  Tribal  Historic 
Preservation  Officer 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 
Office 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Colville  Reservation 

Nespelem 

WA 

99155-0150 

Mr. 

Glen 

Nenema 

Chairman 

Kalispel  Indian  Community  of 
the  Kalispel  Reservation 

Usk 

MN 

99180-0039 

Randy 

Abrahamson 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 
Office 

Spokane  T ribe  of  the  Spokane 
Reservation 

Wellpinit 

WA 

99040 

Mr. 

Rudy 

Peone 

Chairman 

Spokane  T ribe  of  the  Spokane 
Reservation 

Wellpinit 

WA 

99040 
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A,3.4  Grand  Forks  AFB  Tribal  Notification  Mailing  List 


Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

Tribe 

City 

State 

Zip 

Ms. 

Rosemary 

Berens 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Bois  Forte  Band  (Nett  Lake)  of 
the  Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

Nett  Lake 

MN 

55772 

Chairman 

Kevin 

Leecy 

Chairman 

Bois  Forte  Band  (Nett  Lake)  of 
the  Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

Nett  Lake 

MN 

55772 

Mr. 

Kevin 

Keckier 

Chairman 

Cheyenne  River  Sioux  Tribe  of 
the  Cheyenne  River 

Reservation 

Eagle  Butte 

SD 

57625 

Mr. 

Steve 

Vance 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Cheyenne  River  Sioux  Tribe  of 
the  Cheyenne  River 

Reservation 

Eagle  Butte 

SD 

57625 

Mr. 

Brandon 

Sazue,  Sr. 

Chairman 

Crow  Creek  Sioux  T ribe  of  the 
Crow  Creek  Reservation 

Fort 

Thompson 

SD 

57339 

Ms. 

Wanda 

Weiis 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Crow  Creek  Sioux  T ribe  of  the 
Crow  Creek  Reservation 

Fort 

Thompson 

SD 

57339 

Mr. 

Anthony 

Reider 

President 

Flandreau  Santee  Sioux  Tribe 
of  South  Dakota 

Flandeau 

SD 

57028 

Mr. 

James  B.  "JB" 

Weston 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Flandreau  Santee  Sioux  Tribe 
of  South  Dakota 

Flandeau 

SD 

57028 

Mr. 

LeRoy 

Defoe 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Fond  du  Lac  Band  of  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

Cloquet 

MN 

55720 

Ms. 

Karen  R. 

Diver 

Chairwoman 

Fond  du  Lac  Band  of  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

Cloquet 

MN 

55720 

Mr. 

Norman  W. 

Deschampe 

Chairman 

Grand  Portage  Band  of  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

Grand 

Portage 

MN 

55605 

Ms. 

Mary  Ann 

Gagnon 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Grand  Portage  Band  of  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

Grand 

Portage 

MN 

55605 

Ms. 

Carri 

Jones 

Chairwoman 

Leech  Lake  Band  of  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

Cas  Lake 

MN 

56633 

Ms. 

Gina 

Lemon 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Leech  Lake  Band  of  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

Cas  Lake 

MN 

56633 

Ms. 

Ciair 

Green 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Lower  Brule  Sioux  T ribe  of  the 
Lower  Brule  Reservation 

Lower  Brule 

SD 

57548-0187 
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A,3.4  Grand  Forks  AFB  Tribal  Notification  Mailing  List  (Continued) 


Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

Tribe 

City 

State 

Zip 

Mr. 

Michael 

Jandrequ 

Chairman 

Lower  Brule  Sioux  T ribe  of  the 
Lower  Brule  Reservation 

Lower  Brule 

SD 

57548-0187 

Mr. 

Anthony 

Morse 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Lower  Sioux  Indian 

Community  in  the  State  of 
Minnesota 

Morton 

MN 

56270 

Mr. 

Denny 

Prescott 

Tribal  President 

Lower  Sioux  Indian 

Community  in  the  State  of 
Minnesota 

Morton 

MN 

56270 

Mr. 

Elgin 

Crowsbreast 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Three  Affiliated  T ribes  of  the 
Fort  Berthold  Reservation 

New  Town 

ND 

58763 

Mr. 

Tex  G. 

Hall 

Chairman 

Three  Affiliated  T ribes  of  the 
Fort  Berthold  Reservation 

New  Town 

ND 

58763 

Benjamin 

Melanie 

Chief  Executive 

Mille  Lacs  Band  of  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

Onamia 

MN 

56359 

Ms 

Natalie 

Weyaus 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Mille  Lacs  Band  of  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

Onamia 

MN 

56359 

Mr. 

Bryan 

Brewer 

President 

Oglala  Sioux  T ribe  of  the  Pine 
Ridge  Reservation 

Pine  Ridge 

SD 

57770-2070 

Wilmer 

Mesteth 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Oglala  Sioux  T ribe  of  the  Pine 
Ridge  Reservation 

Pine  Ridge 

SD 

57770 

Ms. 

Audrey 

Kohnen 

Tribal  Chairperson 

Prairie  Island  Indian 

Community  in  the  State  of 
Minnesota 

Welch 

MN 

55089 

Mr. 

Floyd 

Jourdain 

Chairman 

Red  Lake  Band  of  Chippewa 
Indians 

Red  Lake 

MN 

56671 

Mr. 

Russell 

Eagle  Bear 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  of  the 
Rosebud  Indian  Reservation 

Rosebud 

SD 

57570 

Mr. 

Cyril 

Scott 

President 

Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  of  the 
Rosebud  Indian  Reservation 

Rosebud 

SD 

57570 

Mr. 

Charlie 

Vig 

Chairman 

Shakopee  Mdewakanton 

Sioux  Community  of 

Minnesota 

Prior  Lake 

MN 

55372 

Final 


A.3-12 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A,3.4  Grand  Forks  AFB  Tribal  Notification  Mailing  List  (Continued) 


Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

Tribe 

City 

State 

Zip 

Mr. 

Leonard 

Wabasha 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Shakopee  Mdewakanton 

Sioux  Community  of 

Minnesota 

Prior  Lake 

MN 

55372 

Ms. 

Dianne 

Desrosiers 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Sisseton-Wahpeton  Oyate  of 
the  Lake  Traverse  Reservation 

Sisseton 

SD 

57262 

Mr. 

Robert 

Shepherd 

Chairman 

Sisseton-Wahpeton  Oyate  of 
the  Lake  Traverse  Reservation 

Agency 

Village 

SD 

57262-0509 

Mr. 

Roger 

Yankton 

Chairperson 

Spirit  Lake  Tribe 

Fort  Totten 

ND 

58335 

Mr. 

Charles 

Murphy 

Chairman 

Standing  Rock  Sioux  Tribe 
(North  Dakota  and  South 
Dakota) 

Fort  Yates 

ND 

58538 

Waste'Win 

Young 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Standing  Rock  Sioux  Tribe 
(North  Dakota  and  South 
Dakota) 

Fort  Yates 

ND 

58538 

Mr. 

Kade 

Ferris 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians  of  North 
Dakota 

Belcourt 

ND 

58316 

Mr. 

Merle 

St.  Clair 

Chairman 

Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians  of  North 
Dakota 

Belcourt 

ND 

58316 

Mr. 

Kevin 

Jensvold 

Chairman 

Upper  Sioux  Community 

Granite  Falls 

MN 

56241 

Marlow 

LaBatte 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Upper  Sioux  Community 

Granite  Falls 

MN 

56241 

Mr. 

Renee 

Lampi 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

White  Earth  Band  of  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

White  Earth 

MN 

56591 

Ms. 

Erma 

Vizenor 

Chairwoman 

White  Earth  Band  of  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe 

White  Earth 

MN 

56591 

Mr. 

Thurman 

Cournoyer 

Chairman 

Yankton  Sioux  Tribe  of  South 
Dakota 

Wagner 

SD 

57380 

Ms. 

Lana  M. 

Gravatt 

THRO 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation 

Office 

Yankton  Sioux  Tribe  of  South 
Dakota 

Wagner 

SD 

57380 
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A,3.5  McConnell  AFB  Tribal  Notification  Mailing  List 


Salutation 

First  Name 

Last  Name 

Title 

Organization 

Tribe 

City 

State 

Zip 

Mr. 

F.  Martin 

Fee 

Tribal  Flistoric  Preservation 

Office 

Iowa  Tribe  (Kansas  and 
Nebraska) 

White  Cloud 

KS 

66094 

Mr. 

Timmothy 

Rhodd 

Chairman 

Iowa  Tribe  (Kansas  and 
Nebraska) 

White  Cloud 

KS 

66094 

Twen 

Barton 

Chairperson 

Sac  and  Fox  Nation  of  Missouri 
(Kansas  and  Nebraska) 

Reserve 

KS 

66434 

Director 

Donna 

Prengiss 

Director 

Apache  Tribe 

Andarko 

OK 

73005 

Mr. 

Robert 

Cast 

Tribal  Flistoric  Preservation 

Office 

Caddo  Nation  of  Oklahoma 

Binger 

OK 

73009 

Chairperson 

Brenda 

Edwards 

Chairperson 

Caddo  Nation  of  Oklahoma 

Binger 

OK 

73009 

Principal  Chief 

Bill  John 

Baker 

Principal  Chief 

Cherokee  Nation 

Tahlequah 

OK 

74464 

Pat 

Gwin 

Flistoric  Preservation 

Officer 

Tribal  Flistoric  Preservation 

Office 

Cherokee  Nation 

Tahlequah 

OK 

74465 

Governor 

Janice 

Boswell 

Governor 

Cheyenne  -  Arapaho  Tribes 

Concho 

OK 

73022 

Ms. 

Lynette 

Gray 

Tribal  Flistoric  Preservation 

Office 

Cheyenne  -  Arapaho  Tribes 

Concho 

OK 

73022 

Governor 

Bill 

Anoatubby 

Governor 

Chickasaw  Nation 

Ada 

OK 

74280 

Chairman 

Wallace 

Coffey 

Chairman 

Comanche  Nation 

Lawton 

OK 

73502 

Ms. 

Crystal 

Douglas 

Tribal  Flistoric  Preservation 

Office 

Kaw  Nation 

Kaw  City 

OK 

74641 

Mr. 

Guy 

Munroe 

Chairman  &  CEO 

Kaw  Nation 

Kaw  City 

OK 

74641 

Ms. 

Amie 

Tah-Bone 

Museum  Director  &  Acting 
NAGPRA  Representative 

The  Kiowa  Museum  &  NAGPRA 
Program 

Kiowa  Indian  Tribe  of 

Oklahoma 

Carnegie 

OK 

73015 

Chairman 

Ronald  "Dawes" 

Twohatchet 

Chairman 

Kiowa  Indian  Tribe  of 

Oklahoma 

Carnegie 

OK 

73015 

Mr. 

John  D. 

Red  Eagle 

Principal  Chief 

Osage  Tribe 

Pawhuska 

OK 

74056 

Terri 

Parton 

President 

Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes 
(Wichita,  Keechi,  Waco  and 
Tawakonie) 

Anadarko 

OK 

73005 

Final 
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A.4  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  ACT  (NHPA)  SECTION  106  TRIBAL  CONSULTATION 
A,4,l  Altus  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  Tribal  Consultation  Letter 


A  001  C  A 


A^OOI.C^A 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

97TH  AIR  MOBILITY  WING 
ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  OKLAHOMA 


19Jun  13 


Colonel  Anihttny  B.  Krawieiz 
Commander.  97lh  Air  Mobility  Wing 
100  Inez  Blvd.Sle  I 

Altus  APB.  OK  73533  SAMPLE  LETTER 


The  Uniicd  States  Air  Force  (Air  Force}  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPAl  to  assess  the  potential 
environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  P'ormal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  1 )  beddown  olThc  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 
in  OK  and  McConnell  Af’B  in  KS  are  proposed  alternatives  lor  llie  FTU  mission,  and  Altus 
AFB.  McConnell  AFB.  Grand  Forks  AFB  in  ND  and  Fairchild  AFB  in  WA  are  proposed 
alternatives  lor  the  MOB  1  mission.  No  base  would  receive  both  mi.ssions.  A  no-action 
alternative,  where  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not  be  located  at  any  of  these  installations,  will 
also  be  examined. 

With  this  letter.  Alius  Air  Force  Base  invites  the  Tribe  to  provide  input  regarding  this 

NEPA  analysis,  as  well  as  on  any  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  Section  106 
concerns  with  the  proposed  basing  of  KC-46A  aircraft  here.  Additional  informalion  on  the 
beddown  and  EIS  process  was  included  in  the  initial  Interagency/Iiuergovcmmcniai 
Coordination  for  Environmental  Planning  letter  sent  in  early  April.  2013.  and  can  be  found  in  the 
uiiachmenis  lo  this  letter.  Updated  infomialion  about  (he  proposed  basing  of  the  KC-46A  can 
also  he  found  on  the  project  website  at  w  w w ■kc-46 A-bcddown.com. 

If  Alius  AFB  is  selected  for  the  KC-16A  mi.ssion.  the  KC-46A  would  augment  the  C-17  and 
KC-135  aircraft  currently  based  at  Altus.  The  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace,  and 
the  types  of  flight  operations  would  mirror  existing  KC-135  operations,  fhe  KC-46A  would  use 
existing  air  refticling  tracks  and  fuel  jettison  areas,  if  necessary.  The  elevation  of  the  current  air 
refueling  tracks  for  the  KC-135  vary  but  are  generally  at  elevations  of  14,0(M)  to  24,000  feel 
above  ground  level.  Preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  from  these  operations  would 
be  similar  lo  noise  levels  associated  with  the  C-17  and  KC-135  missions.  Therefore,  the  Air 
Force  anticipates  the  urea  of  potential  effect  fur  this  action  will  be  limited  to  the  areas  of 
construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  at  each  installation.  For  bases  that  are  proposed  for  an 


FTL?  mission  (McConnell  and  Altus  AFB).  the  area  of  potential  effect  would  also  include  the 
proposed  auxiliary'  fields. 

The  KC-46A  FTLi  and  MOB  1  Beddown  EIS  will  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
training,  and  flying  operations  ofthe  new  aircraft,  h  will  also  evaluate  the  personnel  changes, 
new  construction  and  use  of  existing  facilities  «m-base.  We  expect  the  Draft  KC-46A  FTU  and 
MOB  1  Beddown  EIS  to  be  released  in  the  fall  of  2013  for  public  comment. 

We  request  your  help  in  identifying  and  evaluating  whether  there  are  any  significant  cultural 
resources  in  the  area  of  potential  eflfeci.  defined  as  the  installaiion  where  operations  will  occur. 
The  KC-46A  would  fly  much  oflh^ime  area  currently  flown  by  Altus  C-17  and  KC-t35. 
During  previous  projects.  lhe|mTribe  has  not  identified  any  instances  ofimpacis  to 
traditional  use  or  locations  of  cultural  importance  in  the  airspace  as  currently  used.  However,  it 
may  be  that  you  have  concerns  that  are  currently  unknown  to  us.  If  you  w'anl  to  identify’  such 
areas  ofeoneem  please  respond  by  requesting  a  conlldenlial  meeting  lo  discuss  appropriate  steps 
the  Air  Force  could  take. 

My  staff  will  be  contacting  your  office  by  telephone  to  discuss  the  KC-46A  proposal  and 
expected  impacLs.  For  slalT quesiioms.  comments,  or  input  on  the  NHPA  or  NHPA  Section  1 06 
review  and  process,  please  contact  Mr.  Jim  Uellon.  .\ltus  AFB  Cultural  Resources  Manager. 
iames.bellon't/'us.afmil  (580)481-7606. 

Plea.se  lake  this  opportunity  to  respond  with  your  preferences  selected  from  (or  added  to)  the 
list  on  the  endorsement  page.  Attachment  4.  I  look  forward  to  receiving  any  input  you  may  have 
regarding  this  endeavor. 


Sincerely 


/ANTHdNY  B.  KRAWIETZ.  Colonel.  USAF 
C\)mmander.  97lh  Air  Mobility  Wing 


5  Aliachmenis 

1.  Vicinity  Map  of  Altus  AJ'U 

2.  Auxiliary  Field  Locations 

3.  KC-46A  FTU  and  Mf)B  1  Brochure 

4.  Section  106  Consultation  Ouestionnaire 

5.  Stamped,  addressed  return  envelope 
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AAA  Altus  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  Tribal  Consultation  Letter  (Continued) 


A  001  C  A 


A  001  C  A 


KC-46A  Foimal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  ami  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1  (  (FTU).nd  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  I ) 


Final 
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AAA  Altus  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  Tribal  Consultation  Letter  (Continued) 


A  001  C  A 


A  001  C  A 


Fofrrtai  Training  Unit  (FTU)  4 
FiiatMain  Operating  Base  (MOB  1) 

KC-46^ 

Beddown 


Proposed  Action:  FTU  and  MOB  1  KC>46A  Tanker  Beddown 

The  KC-46A  EiS  will  evaluate  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  two  different  actions: 

1 .  Beddown  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  for  one  squadron  at  one  base  for  the  FTU;  and 

2.  Beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three  squadrons  at  one  base  for  the  MOB  1 , 

The  proposed  FTU  alternative  locations  are: 


The  U.S.  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  is  preparing  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  assess 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  of 
basing  and  operating  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft, 
associated  infrastructure  and  manpower  to 
establish  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU) 
and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1).  In  order 
to  effectively  define  the  full  range  of  issues  to 
be  evaluated  in  the  EIS,  the  Air  Force  is  holding 
public  scoping  meetings  to  determine  the  EIS 
scope  (i,e.  what  will  be  covered  and  in  what 
detail)  by  soliciting  comments  from  interested 
state  and  federal  agencies  and  interested 
members  of  the  public. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA) 

NEPA  is  our  national  mandate  for  making 
informed  decisions  while  considering 
environmental  impacts.  When  Federal 
agencies  propose  projects  having  the  potential 
to  significantly  impact  the  environment.  NEPA 
requires  the  following  process  be  undertaken  as 
part  of  planning  before  final  decisions  are  made: 

•  Evaluation  and  consideration  of  potential 
environmental  consequences  for  proposals  that 
may  significantly  impact  the  environment,  and 

•  Consideration  of  public  and  government  agency 
comments. 

Where  the  potential  for  significant  environmental 
impacts  exists,  this  evaluation  is  presented  in  an 
EIS.  which: 

■  Identifies  and  describes  the  affected 
environment: 

•  Evaluates  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  from  a  range  of  reasonable 
alternatives:  and 

•  Identifies  environmental  permits  and  specific 
mitigation  measures  that  could  avoid,  minimize, 
or  reduce  potential  environment  consequences. 


The  EIS  Timeline 


I  I  Opporluflilies  for  Pubik  Involvcmeni 
_  j  When;  We  An;  Ndw 


Nulive  of  Inleiil  to  I'lioducl  cnvironniriiDtl 
Himlytis  un  KC-46A  Beddown 
published  in  Federal  RegNer 
March  20! i 


Minimum  30-da>  Sropinn  Period 
Spring  2013 

. It . 


Preparation  of  Drafl  EIS 
Summer  2013 


Notice  of  As  ailabilits  of  Draft  EIS 
for  public  review  published  in 
Federal  Reghter 

Minimum  45-da>  ('ommeni  Period 
October  2013 


Notice  orAvailabililv  of  Final  EIS 
published  in  Federal  Reghter  »nd 


30>da.>  EIS  Wailing  Period 
March  2014 

4  ~ 


Record  of  Decision  (ROD) 


Notice  of  Intent  and  Scoping 

The  EIS  begins  with  an  NOI,  which  is  published 
in  the  Federal  RegisterXo  announce  the  Air 
Force's  intent  to  prepare  an  EIS  on  the  KC-46A 
FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  proposed  action  and 
alternatives.  The  NOI  is  the  beginning  of  the 
public  scoping  process,  including  community 
scoping  meetings,  to  provide  the  public  and 
government  agencies  and  entities  time  to  review 
the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 


•  Alius  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma 

•  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 

The  FTU  Mission  would  require  the  use  of  various  auxiliary  airfields  in  Oklahoma.  Texas  and  Kansas. 
The  proposed  MOB  1  alternative  locations  are: 

•  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma 

•  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 

•  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 

•  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 

Altus  AFB  and  McConnell  AFB  are  being  considered  for  both  the  FTU  or  MOB  1  missions  No  base 
would  be  selected  for  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions. 


The  Air  Force  is  in  the  early  stages  of 
the  EIS  Process  and  no  decision  has 
been  made  as  to  final  KC-46A  FTU  and 
MOB  1  beddown  location(s). 


Under  the  No-Action  alternative,  basing  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not  occur  at  this  time.  A  No- 
Action  alternative  will  be  evaluated  for  environmental  consequences  at  each  proposed  beddown 
location,  which  will  provide  a  baseline  for  decision-makers. 
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Purpose  and  Need:  Tanker  Modernization 

The  selected  basing  locations  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations  and 
maintenance  support  as  necessary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each 
KC-46A  squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and  pilot 
and  personnel  training. 

The  purpose  of  the  KC-46A  beddown  is  to  provide  locations  for  training  and  flight  operations.  The 
KC-46A  tankers  are  needed  to  support  a  high-threat,  multi-role  warfighting  capability  to  Commanders 
worldwide.  Trained  pilots  and  personnel  must  be  available  to  meet  necessary  KC-46A  scheduled 
inventory  replenishment  dates  as  older  KC-135  tanker  aircraft  are  withdrawn  from  the  inventory. 


Comparison  of  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 
Performance  Capabilities 


Capability 

Area 


Prlmuy  Function 

Aenaf  refueling  ana  airlift  with  200  000  Vs 
total  fuel  for  refueling 

f-| 

Aerial  refueling  end  airttft  wnn  212  OOO  lbs 
total  fuel  for  refuefeng 

Boom  Refueling 

Hydraulic  system  wiin  1,176 
gallons  per  minute  refueling  raw 

[H 

Computer  assisted  with  i  200  gallons 
per  minute  refueling  rate 

Probe  and  Drogue 
Refueling 

Petmanenl  system  does  riot  exist 
-  rnusi  be  Mmpomnly  added 

H 

Pemuineri  cenlerline  probe  and 
drogue  system 

Boom  and  Probe  &  Drogue 
Refueling  on  Same  Msslon 

Not  cepsble  or  botri  on 

H 

Capebie  of  using  oolb  refueling  types 
on  me  seme  mtssion 

Refueling  of  Two  Aircraft  at 
the  Same  Time 

iO 

Limlled  10  20  tankers  witti  the  capability 
to  attacii  wing  pods  and  conduct 
mullipeee  refueling  of  two  aircieft 

f-l 

Al  tankers  rwvc  me  eapabaiy  to  attach  wmg 
poos  and  eortoud  muupi^  reftieing 

Cargo/Passer>gerl 
Medical  Patient  Capacity 

■e 

6  eaigo  paMts  53  pessengeis. 

44  medical  patients 

H 

18  cargo  pallats,  114  passengers 

54  medical  peiianis 

Defensive  Systems 

Does  rwt  possess  suftKiani  systems 

i-l 

ProtecPon  from  nucMar,  nfrated  theet 
seeking  mssiles)  and  biochemical  Ihieais 

Night-time  Refueling 

Restricted  in  tecticei  missans 

[-1 

Able  to  refuel  in  ladcei  missons 

Source  GAO  presenmton  of  Air  Force  InfOrmetiBn  O  Boeeig  Comoany  (KC-46A  photo) 


V 


Environmental  Resources 

The  Air  Force  understands  the  potential  for  the 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  to  affect 
environmental  resources.  As  part  of  the  EIS,  the 
Air  Force  will  analyze  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  changes  made  to 
support  KC-46A  operation  and  training,  including 
changes  in  personnel,  construction  of  facilities, 
and  the  inclusion  of  KC-46A  training  and  flight 
operation  activities.  The  environmental 
resource  areas,  to  the  right,  are  currently  under 
consideration  in  the  EIS. 

Please  take  this  opportunity  to: 

IZ  Learn  about  the  proposal, 

0  Identify  community-specific  issues, 

0  Make  sure  you  are  included  on  our 
mailing  list. 


Public  Scoping  Meetings 

5:00  p.m.  -  8:00  p.m. 

April  9.  2013 
Altus  Air  Force  Base 
Southwest  Technology  Center 
711  W.  Tamarack  Rd  .  Altus.  OK 

April  11,  2013 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

Eugene  M  Hughes  Metro  Complex  Rm  180 

5015  E.  29th  St  N..  Wichita,  KS 

April  16,  2013 
Fairchild  Air  Force  Base 
Lincoln  Center,  1316  North  Lincoln  Street 
Spokane,  WA 

April  18,  2013 
Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base 
Ramada  Inn,  1205  North  43rd  Street 
Grand  Forks.  ND 

V _ _ _ y 


Environmental  Resource  Areas 
include: 


Airspace  Operations 

•  Airspace 

•  Noise 

•  Air  Quality 

•  Safety 

o  Flight  Safety 
o  Ground  Safety 

Natural  Resources 

•  Geology  and  Soils 

•  Surface  Water  and 
Groundwater 

•  Wetlands  and 
Floodplains 

•  Biological  Resources 

Cultural  Resources 

•  Archaeological, 
Architectural, 
and  Traditional 
Resources 

Human  Resources 

•  Land  Use 

•  Recreation 

•  Socioeconomics 

•  Environmental  Justice  and 
Protection  of  Children 

ggmmwnity  InfragUuffturg 

•  Infrastructure  (utilities  and 
public  services) 

•  Hazardous  Materials 
and  Waste 

•  Transportation 


How  to  Submit  Comments 

Submit  comments  electronically  at 
www.KC^6AibeddQwn.com 
or  by  mail  before  May  17,  2013  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force 

AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 
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SAMPLE 

SECTION  106  CONSULTATION  QUESTIONNAIRE 

Project  Name:  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
Beddown  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS) 

Please  check  the  appropriate  response(s)  from  the  list  helon  and  use  the  back  of  this  form 
wish  to  make  comments.  You  may  also  respond  via  e-mail  to 

_ We  have  no  traditional  religious,  cultural  properties,  or  other  interests  that  may  be  affected 

by  the  proposed  project  and  further  consultation  is  not  required. 

_ There  are  or  may  be  issues  of  concern  associated  with  this  proposed  project  and  we 

wish  to  be  included  as  a  Section  106  Consulting  Party.  We  prefer: 

_ Meeting  with  the  Air  l-'oree  at  a  tribal  facility. 

_ Communicating  with  the  Air  Force  by  scheduled  teleconference. 

_ We  want  to  continue  to  receive  project  information  by  mail  and  participate  in  the  public 

involvement  process. 

Name  of  designated  contact  for  this  proposed  project: 


or  additional  sheets  ifyoi 
I'aus.af.mil: 


Phone: 


Please  print  email: 


Signed: _ Date: _ 

Please  explain  your  reason  for  interest  in  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS's  Potential  Effects 
on  Cultural  Resources: 


Please  mail  response  in  provided  postpaid  envelope  to: 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS 
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SECTION  106  CONSULTATION  QUESTIONNAIRE 

Project  Name:  KC-46A  Fomial  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
Beddown  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (ICC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  I  EIS) 

Please  check  the  appropriate  rcsponse($)  from  the  list  below  and  use  the  back  of  this  form 
or  additional  sheets  if  you  wish  to  make  comments.  You  may  also  respond  via  c-mail  to 
James.  Benon(alus. af.mil: 


_ We  have  no  traditional  religious,  cultural  properties,  or  other  interests  that  may  be  affected 

by  the  proposed  project  and  further  consultation  is  not  required. 

A  There  are  or  may  be  issues  of  concern  associated  with  this  proposed  project  and  we 
wish  to  be  included  as  a  Section  106  Consulting  Party.  We  prefer: 

/  Meeting  with  the  Air  Force  at  a  tribal  facility. 

A  Communicating  with  the  Air  Force  by  scheduled  teleconference. 

We  want  to  continue  to  receive  project  information  by  mail  and  participate  in  the  public 
'^involvement  process. 

Name  of  designated  contact  for  this  proposed  project: 

"1  \\  ^  ^ _  Phone:  30 

Please  print  email:  {L-CL-~~tr  th^s:  , 

Signedn\(.a,'.o^..j  PO  Date:  '7-'?  '^3, 

Please  explain  your  reason  for  interest  in  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  I  ElS’s  Potential  Hffects 
on  Cultural  Resources; 


Please  mail  response  in  provided  postpaid  envelope  to: 
James  Bellon 

KC^6A  FTU  and  MOB  I  EIS 
401  L  Ave 

Altus  AFB,  OK  73523 
Or.  e-mail  to:  James.Bcllon(^us.af.mil 


SECTION  106  CONSULTATION  QUESTIONNAIRE 

Project  Name:  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
Beddown  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS) 

Please  check  the  appropriate  responsc(s)  from  the  list  below  and  use  the  back  of  this  form 
or  additional  sheets  if  you  wish  to  make  comments.  You  may  also  respond  via  c-mail  to 
James.  Bellon^)us.af.mil: 

have  no  traditional  religious,  cultural  properties,  or  other  interests  that  may  be  affected 
by  the  proposed  project  and  further  consultation  is  not  required. 

_  I'hcre  are  or  may  be  issues  of  concern  associated  with  this  proposed  project  and  we 

wish  to  be  included  as  a  Section  1 06  Consulting  Party.  We  prefer: 

_ Meeting  with  the  Air  Force  at  a  tribal  facility. 

_ Communicating  with  the  Air  Force  by  scheduled  teleconference. 

_ We  want  to  continue  to  receive  project  information  by  mail  and  participate  in  the  public 

involvement  process. 

Name  of  designated  contact  for  this  proposed  project: 

<»■  I  Phone:  c^ST  . 


Please  print  email:  <S  lCiSe.^vvieV;c.w.  tow, 

Sianedx^:^-^!-^^^-w — _ Oate:  7-9'- ys 


Please  explain  your  reason  for  interest  in  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  HIS's  Potential  Effects 
on  Cultural  Resources: 


tu  w-f  hi'tFovs<_ 

Vo<r\  ujOvACllW.  -tL/  r  U  L4_j  ilZA-t-itM.  rilSrovv 

Please  mail  response  in  provided  postpaid  envelope  to: 
James  Bellon 

KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  I  EIS 
401  \.  Ave 

Altus  AFB.  OK  73523 


Or,  e-mail  to:  Jamcs.Bellon@us.af.mil 
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SECTION  106  CONSULTATION  QUESTIONNAIRE 

Project  Name:  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
Beddown  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS) 


Please  check  the  appropriate  response(s)  from  the  list  below  and  use  the  back  of  this  form 
or  additional  sheets  if  you  wish  to  make  comments.  You  may  also  respond  via  e-mail  to 
James.  BcIlon(a)us.af.mil: 

Yy  We  have  no  traditional  religious,  cultural  properties,  or  other  interests  that  may  be  affected 
by  the  proposed  project  and  further  consultation  is  not  required. 

_ There  are  or  may  be  issues  of  concern  associated  with  this  proposed  project  and  we 

wish  to  be  included  as  a  Section  106  Consulting  Party.  We  prefer: 

_ Meeting  with  the  Air  Force  at  a  tribal  facility. 

_ Communicating  with  the  Air  Force  by  scheduled  teleconference. 

X  We  want  to  continue  to  receive  project  information  by  mail  and  participate  in  the  public 
involvement  process. 

Name  of  designated  contact  for  this  proposed  project: 

GUY  MUNROE,  KAW  NATION/  CHAIR _ Phone:  (580)  269-2552 

Please  print  eofaM:  gmunroe^kawnation  .com 

Signed:  ^  _ Date: 

Please  explain  your  reason  for  interest  in  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS’s  Potential  Effects 
on  Cultural  Resources: 


TRIBAL  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 


Date:  May28,2013  File:  1213-115SKS/OK-4 

RE:  USAF  Formal  Training  Unit  and  first  Main  Operating  Base  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  Tanker 

Aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  in  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB  in  Kansas 

USAF.  AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
Jean  Reynolds 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 


Dear  Ms.  Reynolds, 

The  Osage  Nation  Historic  Eh^servation  Office  has  received  notification  and  accompanying  information  for  the 
proposed  project  listed  as  USAF  Formal  Training  Unit  and  first  Main  Operating  Base  beddown  of  the  KC-46A 
Tanker  Aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  in  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB  in  Kansas.  The  Osage  Nation  requests  a  copy  of 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  any  associated  cultural  resource  survey  reports. 

In  accordance  with  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  (NHPA)  [16  U.S.C.  470  §§  470-470w-6]  1966, 
undertakings  subject  to  the  review  process  are  referred  to  in  SIOI  (dX6)(A),  which  clarifies  that  historic  properties 
may  have  religious  and  cultural  significance  to  Indian  tribes.  Additionally,  Section  106  of  NHPA  requires  Federal 
agencies  to  consider  the  effects  of  their  actions  on  historic  (Hoperties  (36  CFR  Part  800)  as  does  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (43  U.S.C.  4321  and  4331-35  ai^  40  CFR  1501.7(a)  of  1969). 

The  Osage  Nation  has  a  vital  interest  in  protecting  its  historic  and  ancestral  cultural  resources.  The  Osage  Nation 
antkipaies  reviewing  and  commenting  on  the  planned  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  any  associated 
cultural  resource  survey  reports  for  the  proposed  USAF  Formal  Training  Unit  and  first  Main  Operating  Base 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  in  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB  in  Kansas. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  or  need  any  additional  information  please  feel  fra  to  contact  me  at  the  number  listed 
below.  Thank  you  for  consulting  with  the  Osage  Nation  on  this  matter. 


Please  mail  response  in  provided  postpaid  envelope  to: 

James  Bellon 

KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  I  EIS 

401LAVC  /,.j 

Altus  AFB,  OK  73523 

Or.  e-mail  to:  James.Be]lon@us.afmil 
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OKI'AU  IMKVr  OF  THE  AIR  FOlU  E 
iii:Aijyr.\Rri:i<s'i:i) AIK ri.h'I-.i.inu  wim, iamc  i 
1  Amt'llll  I)  MR  I  OIU'L  RASE  W  ASIIlNCilON 


2  1  JUN  2013 


Colonel  Brian  M.  Newberrv’ 

Comm:uider  SAMPLE  I.ETTER 

1  E.  Bong  Slreei 
Fairchild  AFB  WA  99011 


The  L'nited  Slates  Air  Force  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Staiemeni  (EIS)  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  to  assess  the  potential  en\'ironmenial  consequences 
associated  \riih  the  bed-dowm  of  the  KC-16A  tanker  aircraft.  Based  upon  established  operational 
and  infrastructure  factors.  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  and  Grand  Fork.s  AFB  in  North 
Dakota  have  recently  been  identified  as  reasonable  alternatives  for  the  first  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  I )  while  McConnell  AFB  in  Kansas  is  the  preferred  aliemati\e  lo  be  MOB  1.  However, 
no  final  basing  decision  will  be  made  until  the  NEPA  process  has  been  completed. 


With  this  letter.  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  invites  thcB^H^H  fribe  lo  provide  input 
regarding  this  NEPA  analysis  and  lo  initiate  consultation  so  you  can  express  your  comments, 
concerns,  and  suggestions.  These  consultations,  conducted  pursuant  lo  Section  106  of  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  36  CFR  Part  800.  and  Executive  Order  13175.  will  provide 
an  excellent  opportunity  to  exchange  information,  ask  questions,  and  advise  Fairchild  Air  Force 
Base  of  any  concerns  or  suggestions  you  may  have  with  the  potential  basing  of  KC-46A  aircraft 
here.  Updated  information  about  the  proposed  basing  of  the  KC-46A  can  also  be  found  on  the 
project  website  at  \svv\v.kc-46A-beddown.com. 


The  Air  Force  anticipates  the  area  of  potential  cftect  for  this  action  will  be  limited  to  the 
areas  of  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  at  each  installation  since  the  KC46-A  would 
replace  the  existing  and/or  historical  KC-135  operations  at  each  considered  alternative.  The  KC- 
46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  and  the  types  of  flight  operati()ns  would  mirror  existing 
or  historical  KC-135  operations.  Tlie  KC-46A  would  use  existing  air  refueling  tracks  and  fuel 
jettison  arciis.  if  necessary.  The  elevation  of  the  current  air  refueling  (rucks  for  the  KC-135  vary 
but  are  generally  at  elevations  of  14,000  to  24.000  feet  above  ground  level.  Preliminar>'  analysis 
indicates  that  noise  levels  from  these  operations  would  be  similar  lo  noise  levels  associated  with 
existing  KC-135  missions. 
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ITie  KC-46.*\  MOB  I  bed-down  EIS  will  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  training, 
and  (light  operations  of  the  new  aircraft.  It  will  also  evaluate  the  personnel  changes,  new 
construction  and  use  of  existing  facilities  on-base.  We  expect  the  draft  KC-46.A  MOB  1  bed- 
down  EIS  lo  be  released  in  the  fall  of  2013  for  public  comment. 

We  request  your  assistance  in  identifying  and  evaluating  whether  there  are  any  significant 
cultural  resources  in  the  area  of  potential  effect,  defined  as  the  installation  where  operations  will 
occur.  Please  utilize  the  questionnaire  attached  to  indicate  your  preference(s)  regarding  any 
concerns  and  future  involvement  in  this  process. 

For  sialTquestions.  comments,  or  input  on  the  NEPA  or  NHPA  Section  106  review  and 
process,  please  contact  Mr.  Steve  Selser,  Fairchild  .AFB  Cultural  Resources  Manager 
steven.sclscr  u  us.af.mil.  (509)  247-8116. 


Sincerely 

BRIAN  M.  NEWBERRY 
Colonel,  USAF 
Commander 
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SAMPLE 

SECTION  106  CONSULTATION  QUESTIONNAIRE 

Project  Name:  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
Beddown  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS) 

Please  check  the  appropriate  response(s)  from  the  list  helon  and  use  the  back  of  this  form 
wish  to  make  comments.  You  may  also  respond  via  e-mail  to 

_ We  have  no  traditional  religious,  cultural  properties,  or  other  interests  that  may  be  affected 

by  the  proposed  project  and  further  consultation  is  not  required. 

_ There  are  or  may  be  issues  of  concern  associated  with  this  proposed  project  and  we 

wish  to  be  included  as  a  Section  106  Consulting  Party.  We  prefer: 

_ Meeting  with  the  Air  l-'oree  at  a  tribal  facility. 

_ Communicating  with  the  Air  Force  by  scheduled  teleconference. 

_ We  want  to  continue  to  receive  project  information  by  mail  and  participate  in  the  public 

involvement  process. 

Name  of  designated  contact  for  this  proposed  project: 


or  additional  sheets  ifyoi 
I'aus.af.mil: 


Phone: 


Please  print  email: 


Signed: _ Date: _ 

Please  explain  your  reason  for  interest  in  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS's  Potential  Effects 
on  Cultural  Resources: 


Please  mail  response  in  provided  postpaid  envelope  to: 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS 


Final 


A.4-9 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.4.2.1  Fairchild  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  Tribal  Consultation  Responses 


Septembers,  2013 


Steven  Selser 
Civil  Engineering  Squadron 
100  W  Ent  Street,  Ste  155 
Fairchild  AFB,  WA  99011 

Re:  KC-46A  Tanker  EiS  -  Section  106  Consultation 

Mr.  Selser: 

Thank  you  for  seeking  the  Input  of  the  Kalispel  Tribe  of  Indians  regarding  the  KC‘46A  Tanker  and  Its 
potential  to  be  stationed  at  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base.  As  you  know  the  Tribe  holds  significant  Trust  land 
within  the  area  of  potential  effect  for  this  project. 

Our  review  of  the  proposed  scope  of  work  and  the  areas  it  is  likely  to  affect  indicates  that  the  proposed 
project  shall  not  pose  a  risk  to  historic  properties  important  to  the  Kalispel  Tribe  of  Indians  nor  will  it 
pose  a  risk  to  access  to  resources  important  to  the  maintenance  of  the  Kalispel  culture. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  the  address  above  or  by  email  at 
sioncsfiikaliSDeltribe.com.  Thanks  again. 


Executive  Director,  Planning  &  Public  Works 
509.447.7230 

SJ:kf 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS  313TH  AIR  BASE  WING  (AMC) 
GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE.  NORTH  DAKOTA 


Colonel  Paul  E.  Bauman 
Commander.  3l9ih  Air  Base  Wing 
460  Steen  Blvd 
Grand  Forks  AFB  ND  58205 


JUL  2  9  20I3 

SAMPLE  LETTER 


The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  to  assess  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  Fomtal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  I )  bed-down  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  in  KS  was 
selected  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  I  mission  and  Grand  Forks  AFB.  ND  and 
Fairchild  AFB.  WA  arc  ILsted  as  alternatives  for  the  MOB  I  mission.  Altus  AFB  is  the  preferred 
altemaiive  for  the  FTU  mission.  A  nn-aciion  alternative,  where  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not 
be  located  at  any  of  these  installations,  will  also  he  c.\amined. 

With  this  letter.  Grand  Fork.s  AFB  invites  ihe^^^^^^^^^^^^|Tnbe  to  provide  input 
regarding  this  NEPA  analysis,  as  well  as  on  any  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA) 
Section  1 06  concents  with  the  proposed  basing  of  KC-46A  aircraft.  Additional  information  on 
the  bed-down  and  EIS  process  was  included  in  an  introductory  project  letter  sent  to  you  on 
March  29***,  2013.  The  associated  allachment.s  to  ihat  letter  were  the  Federnl  notice  of  intent 
(NOI)  and  an  infonnaiional  brochure.  A  map  with  the  proposed  construction  footprint  is 
attached  to  this  letter  for  your  further  review.  Information  is  continuously  updated  about  the 
proposed  basing  of  the  K.C-46A  and  is  available  on  a  website  at  www.kc-46A-heddown.com  for 
your  convenience. 


A  KC-46A  mission  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  be  in  addition  to  the  existing  remotely  piloted 
aircraft  currently  Hying  here.  The  Air  Force  anticipates  the  area  of  potential  effect  for  this  action 
will  be  limited  to  the  areas  of  construction,  demolition  and  renovation  of  existing  structures  to  be 
retrofitted  for  the  new  aircraft-  The  KC-46A  aircraft  also  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  and 
the  types  of  tlighi  operations  would  mirror  KC-135  operations  previously  stationed  at  Grand 
Forks  AFB.  The  KC-46A  would  use  exi.siing  air  refueling  tracks  and  fuel  jettison  areas,  if 
necessary.  The  elevation  of  the  historical  air  refueling  tracks  for  the  KC-135  vary  but  arc 
generally  at  elevations  of  14,000  to  24.000  feet  above  ground  level.  Preliminary  analysis 
indicates  that  noise  levels  from  these  operations  would  be  similar  to  noise  levels  associated  wiih 
historical  KC-135  missions. 
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SAMPLE  L P  IT  ER 

The  KC-46A  FTU  artd  MOB  1  bed-down  EIS  will  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
training,  and  flight  operations  of  the  new  aircraft,  it  will  also  evaluate  the  personnel  changes, 
new  construction  and  use  of  existing  facilities  on-base.  It  is  expected  for  the  Draft  KC'46A  FTU 
and  MOB  1  bed-down  EIS  to  be  released  in  the  fall  of  201 3  for  public  comment. 

We  request  your  assistance  in  identifying  and  evaluating  if  there  are  any  significant  cultural 
resources  in  the  area  of  potential  effect,  defined  as  the  installation  where  operations  will  occur, 
Please  utilize  the  consultation  questionnaire  attached  to  indicate  your  prererence(s)  regarding  any 
concmis  and  future  involvement  in  this  process. 

My  staff  will  be  contacting  your  office  by  telephone  to  discuss  the  KC-46A  proposal  and 
expected  impacts.  For  staff  questions,  comments,  or  input  on  the  NEPA  or  NHPA  Section  106 
review  and  process,  please  contact  Ms.  Kristen  Rundquist,  Grand  Forics  AFB  Cultural  Resources 
Manager,  krislen.rundquist@us.af  mil.  701-747-4774.  1  look  forward  to  receiving  any  input  you 
may  have  regarding  this  undertaking. 


Sincerely, 


PAUL  E.  BAUMAN,  Colonel,  USAF 
Commander 


Attachments: 

1 .  Construction  Footprint  Map 

2.  Consultation  Questionnaire 


cc:  Steve  Vance,  CRST  Preservation  Office 
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KC>46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU  I  and  First  Main  Operating  Rase  (MOB  1) 


G_001_C_A 

SAMPLE 

SECTION  106  CONSULTATION  QUESTIONNAIRE 


Project  Name:  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
Beddown  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS) 

Please  check  the  appropriate  response(s)  from  the  list  below  and  use  the  back  of  this  form 
or  additional  sheets  if  you  wish  to  make  comments.  You  may  also  respond  via  e-mail  to 
l  a  us.af.mil: 

_ We  have  no  traditional  religious,  cultural  properties,  or  other  interests  that  may  be  aOected 

by  the  proposed  project  and  further  consultation  is  not  required. 

_ There  are  or  may  be  issues  of  concern  associated  with  this  proposed  project  and  we 

wish  to  be  included  as  a  Section  106  Consulting  Party.  We  prefer: 

_ Meeting  with  the  Air  Force  at  a  tribal  facility. 

_ Communicating  with  the  Air  Force  by  scheduled  teleconference. 

_ We  want  to  continue  to  receive  project  information  by  mail  and  participate  in  the  public 

involvement  process. 


Name  of  designated  contact  for  this  proposed  project: 


Please  print  email:  _ 
Signed: _ 


Phone: 


Date: 


Please  explain  your  reason  for  interest  in  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS’s  Potential  Effects 
on  Cultural  Resources: 


Please  mail  response  in  provided  postpaid  envelope  to: 
KC-46A  KTU  and  MUB  1  KIS 


Vicinitv’  Map  of  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 
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Subject:  FW:  RE  Grand  Forics  AFB  alterrwtive  KC46A  EIS,  and  interest  from  THPO  Cheyenne  River 

Sioux  Tribe  regarding  both  NEPA  and  NHPA 

. Original  Message — 

From:  Steve  Vance  [mailto:steve.vance@crst-nsn.eovl 

Sent:  Monday,  August  12,  2013  5:06  PM 

To:  RUNDQUIST,  KRISTEN  A  GS-11  USAF  AMC  319  CES/CEAN 

Subject:  RE:  Grand  Forks  AFB  KC46A  Tanker  Beddown  --  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Kristen  Rundquist, 

Section  106  Consultation  Questionnaire; 

The  Cheyenne  River  Sioux  Tribe  (CRST)  agrees  that  there  are  issues  of  concern  associated  with  the  proposed  project  and 
we  wish  to  be  included  as  a  section  106  Consulting  Party.  We  prefer  meeting  with  the  Air  Force  at  a  Tribal  facility  and 
communicating  with  the  Air  Force  by  scheduled  teleconference. 

We  want  to  continue  to  receive  project  information  by  mail  or  email  and  participate  in  the  public  involvement  process. 

The  reason  for  interest  for  CRST  in  the  proposed  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  Beddown 
EIS  project,  is  that  of  adverse  effects  to  Sacred  Sites,  Properties  of  Cultural  and  Religious  Significance  to  Tribes, 
Traditional  Cultural  Properties,  Cultural  Resources,  (above  and  below  ground)  etc.,  on  past,  present  and  future  ancestral 
territories. 

The  history  of  this  continent  did  not  start  with  the  landing  of  Columbus,  as  taught  in  American  schools.  The  history  here 
is  that  of  the  aboriginal  peoples  who  continue  to  associate  to  significant  landforms  and  resources  "as  far  as  the  buffalo 
roamed".  This  would  also  include  Oklahoma  and  Kansas. 

Many  of  present  military  facilities  have  been  established  where  Forts  were  erected  to  subdue  the  Native  People  and 
since  then  no  effort  has  been  made  to  identify  cultural  resources  on  those  facilities.  Only  when  expansion  or 
improvements  are  anticipated  do  Federal  Agencies  contact  or  consult  with  Tribes.  So  the  question  is;  "Has  a  Cultural 
Resource  Survey  been  conducted  by  Tribes  on  the  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base?"  (or  any  of  the  other  proposed  facilities 
named  for  this  project). 

The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP)  has  supported  the  integrating  the  Section  106  Process  with  NEPA. 
Where  is  the  US  Air  Force  on  this  process? 

ACHP  and  the  President  of  the  Untied  States  also  support  the  United  Nations  Declaration  on  the  Rights  of  Indigenous 
Peoples.  Is  the  US  Air  Force  aware  of  this  and  do  they  also  support  the  Declaration? 

I  could  continue  on  with  questions  but  what  is  presently  happening  in  the  Northern  Plains  in  development,  such  as  oil, 
uranium,  rare  elements,  gas,  etc.,  has  caused  major  concerns  for  the  Tribes  on  effects  to  our  environment.  I  have  been 
questioning  the  future  quality  of  Land,  Air,  and  Water.  I  haven't  even  commented  on  ownership  of  air  space  or  visual 
affects  yet. 

I  will  submit  this  much  for  comment  for  starters  and  if  you  have  any  questions  contact  me  either  by  telephone  or  email. 


G_001_C_T-R1 


Steve  Vance 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Cheyenne  River  Sioux  Tribe 
Cultural  Preservation  Office 
P.O.  Box  590 
98  S.  Willow  St. 

Eagle  Butte,  SD  57625 

(605)  964-7553 

(605)  964-7554 

(605)  964-7552  FAX 

(605)  200-0650 

steve.vance@crst-nsn.gov 

CDthDO@lakotanetwork.com 

— Original  Message . 

From:  RUNDQUIST,  KRISTEN  A  GS-11  USAF  AMC  319  CES/CEAN  fmailto:kristen.rundQuist@us.af.mill 
Sent:  Monday,  August  12,  2013  8:41  AM 
To:  Steve  Vance 

Subject:  Grand  Forks  AFB  KC46A  Tanker  Beddown  --  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Dear  Mr.  Steve  Vance, 

Thank  you  for  speaking  with  me  today.  Please  find  attached  the  letter  I  was  referencing  on  the  telephone  for  the  KC46A 
Tanker  Aircraft  Beddown  for  the  Air  Force. 

Referenced  in  the  letter  is  a  web  site  (httD://vrww. kc-46a-beddown.com)  having  all  the  up-to-date  information  about 
our  project.  There  is  also  a  map  and  questionnaire  attached  with  the  letter.  We  kindly  ask  you  to  fill  out  the 
questionnaire  and  return  to  me  or  respond  with  whatever  format  to  your  liking. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  I  am  happy  to  help  you. 

Thank  you  for  your  time, 

Kristen  Rundquist,  Cultural  Resources  Manager 

319  CES/CEAN 

525  Tuskegee  Airmen  Blvd 

Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND  58205 

701-747-4774 


Respectfully 


Final 


A.4-13 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.4.3.1  Grand  Forks  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  Tribal  Consultation  Responses  (Continued) 
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LEECH  LAKE  BAND  OF  OJIBWE 

Cam  Jones.  Chairwoman 
Donald  Finn,  Secreiaiy-Treasurer 

Robbie  Howe.  District  I  Represenlatiw 
Sieve  lyhite.  District  H  Representative 
LeRoy  Staples  Fairbanks  III.  District  III  Representati\-e 


April  5,  2013 

United  States  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
Attn:  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

RE:  Proposed  Formal  Training  Unit  and  first  Main  Operating  Base  beddown 

of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft 
Aitus  AFB,  Oklahoma 
Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 
Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 
McConnell  AFC,  Kansas 
LLTHPO  No.  13-070'NCRI 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  above-refererKed  project  It  has  been 
reviewed  pursuant  to  the  responsibilities  given  the  Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (THPO)  by 
tile  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  in  1992  and  the  Procedures  of  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (36CFR800). 

I  have  reviewed  the  documentation;  after  careful  consideration  of  our  records,  I  have 
determined  tiiat  the  Leech  Lake  Band  of  Ojibwe  does  not  have  any  known  recorded 
sites  of  religious  or  cultural  importance  In  these  areas. 

Should  any  human  remains  or  suspected  human  remains  be  encountered,  all  work  shall  cease 
and  the  following  personnel  should  be  ratified  immediately  in  dtis  order:  County  SherifFs  Office 
and  Office  of  State  Archaeologist.  If  any  human  remains  or  culturally  affiliated  objects  are 
Inadvertently  discovered  this  vrii!  prompt  the  process  to  which  the  Band  will  become  informed. 

Please  note:  The  above  determination  does  not  "exempt"  future  projects  from  Section  106 
review.  In  the  event  of  any  other  tribe  notifying  us  of  concerns  for  a  specific  project,  we  may  re¬ 
enter  Into  the  corisuitation  process. 

You  may  contact  me  at^^^^^^^Bif  you  have  questions  regarding  our  review  of  these 
projects.  Please  refer  to  tiie  LL-THPO  Number  as  stated  above  in  all  correspondence  with  this 
project. 

Respectfully  submitted. 


G_notification-iicep_C_T-R2 


MILLE  LACS  BAND  OF  OJIBWE 


Lxi’iulitt'  lluuii  h  ii/  frihul  (/mcnunctit 
April  10,2013 


J.  Dale  Clark,  Chief,  Air  Force  NHPA  Center 
Dcpanincnt  Of  The  Air  Force 


Re:  Section  1 06  Consultations  and  Tribal  Review  NHPA:  US  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

MI  BO  DNR  THPO  13-0402-02:  Fnvinwmental  Impact  Statement  to  assess  the  potential 
environmental  consequences  as.sociated  with  the  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating 
Rase  beddovsn  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  included  in  March  26,  201 3  Federal  Register. 


Dear  Chief  Clark, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  (he  above  referenced  project.  It  has  been 
reviewed  pursuant  to  the  responsibilities  given  to  the  Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(THPO)  by  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  in  1992  and  the 
Procedures  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (38CFR800). 

I  have  reviewed  the  documentation;  after  careful  consideration  of  our  records.  I  have 
determined  that  the  Mille  Lacs  Band  of  Ojibwe  (DNR/E)  does  not  have  any  known 
recorded  sites  of  religious  or  cultural  importance  in  these  areas. 

the  Mille  Lacs  Band  of  Ojibwe  is  aware  of  your  project  and  can  review  the  project  EIS  on  the 
web  site  at  www.kc-46A-beddown.com . 


Please  note:  The  above  determination  does  not  'exempt'  future  projects  from  Section  106 
Review.  In  the  event  any  other  tribe  notifying  us  of  concerns  for  a  specific  project,  we 
may  reenter  into  the  consultation  process. 

You  may  contact  my  staff  atfllHIHIBlif  you  have  questions  regarding  our  review 
of  these  projects.  Please  refer  to  the  MLB-TIIPO  Number  as  stated  above  in  all 
correspondence  with  this  project. 


Respectfully  Submitted, 


Bradley  Kflk 

Commissioner  of  Natural  Resources 


Gina  M.  Lemon 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


STRUT  It 
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|RIBAL  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 

STANDING  ROCK  SIOUX  TRIBE 

'  Administrative  Service  Center 

North  Standing  Rock  Avenue 


May  27.  2013 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds.  United  States  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive. 

Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  March  29,  2013  requesting  scoping  comments  regarding  the  selection  of  a 
Base  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  It  is  our  suggestion  that  in  your  analysis  you  take 
into  account  that  noise  associated  with  training  missions  has  the  potential  to  disrupt  fasting  and  prayers 
of  our  Native  American  traditional  practitioners. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Mary  S.  Wilson 

Section  106  Coordinator 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office 


G  006  T-R1 


SECTION  106  CONSULTATION  QUESTIONNAIRE 

Project  Name:  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
Beddown  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS) 

Pleate  check  the  appropriate  rctponsefs)  from  the  lift  below  and  ute  the  back  of  thia  form 
or  addIHonai  sheets  if  you  wish  to  make  comments.  You  may  also  respond  via  e-mail  to 
kriiten.nindquift@UB.ar.mll : 

_ We  have  no  traditional  religious,  cultural  properties,  or  other  interests  that  may  be  afTected 

by  the  proposed  project  and  further  consultation  is  not  required. 

_ There  are  or  may  be  issues  of  concern  associated  with  this  proposed  project  arul  we 

wish  to  be  irtcluded  as  a  Section  106  Consulting  Party.  We  prefer 

_ Meeting  with  the  Air  Force  at  a  tribal  facility. 

_ Communicating  with  the  Air  Force  by  scheduled  teleconference. 

/\  We  want  to  continue  to  receive  project  information  by  mail  and  participate  in  the  public 
involvemenl  process. 

Name  of  designated  contact  for  this  proposed  project: 

Please  print  email :  t  K.  0 f  u 

Signed:  _ Dele:  ^ - 

Please  explain  your  reason  for  interest  in  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS's  Potential  Effects 
on  Cultural  Resources: 


Please  mail  response  to: 

Colonel  Paul  E  Bauman 
Commander,  31 9lh  Air  Base  Wing 
460  Sleen  Blvd 
Grand  Forks  AFB  ND  S8205 

Or,  e-mail  to:  krislen.rundquist@us.afjnil 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS  319TH  AIR  BASE  WING  (AMCf 
GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE.  NORTH  DAKOTA 


Colonel  Christopher  R.  Mann 

Vice  Commander.  3 1 9th  Air  Base  Wing 

460  Steen  Blvd 

Grand  Forks  AFB.  ND  58205 
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20  Dec  13 


K.cvin  Keckler.  Chairman 
Cheyenne  River  Sioux  Tribe 
PO  Box  590 
Eagle  Butie,  SD  57625 

Dear  Chairman  Keckler, 

Thank  you  for  hosting  a  meeting  with  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  (OFAFB)  on  Dec  5ih, 
rescheduled  from  Dec  4lh  due  to  the  mclemenl  weather  which  also  impacted  the  fiill  availability 
of  the  Cheyenne  River  Sioux  Tribal  (CRST)  Council.  1  sincerely  appreciate  your  hospitality  and 
tlie  opportunity  to  discuss  tlie  proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft  Beddown  project  and  the  Enhanced 
Use  I.ea.se  (EUL)  of  217  acres  on  base  to  Grand  Forks  County  for  devclopnienl  of  a  mixed-use 
business  and  aviation  park. 

During  our  meeting,  tribal  members  raised  concerns  that  noise  from  KC-46A  overflights 
might  adversely  affect  activities  on  CRST  land.  Our  Environmental  Impact  Statement  includes 
an  analysis  of  noise  impacts,  taking  into  acixmnt  the  type  of  aircraft  used,  speed  and  altitude  of 
the  aircraft,  and  frequency  of  flints.  Noise  exposure  of  concern  is  limited  to  the  vicinity  of 
GFAFB  due  to  landings  and  takeotTs  fiom  the  airfield.  KC-46A  operations  away  from  the 
airfield  use  long-established  tanker  routes  thiougliout  the  continental  U.S.  No  low-level  flights 
would  occur  over  CRST  land.  The  KC-46A  aircraft  would  conduct  refueling  at  altitudes  above 
18,000  feet  mean  sea  level.  Potential  KC-46A  overflights  would  be  sporadic  and  mfrequcnl  and 
operate  at  altitudes  similar  to  civil  passenger  airlines,  producing  similar  relatively  low  amounts 
of  noise  at  ground  level. 

We  also  acknowledge  and  understand  your  concern  that  cultural  resources  on  GFAFB  might 
be  afTected  by  construction  of  buildings  associated  with  the  EUL  proposal  or  the  KC-46A 
beddown.  Earlier  this  month,  Knsten  Rundquist  (our  Cultural  Resources  Manager)  discussed 
with  Steve  Vance  (CRST  THPO)  the  tribe’s  concerns  about  these  projects,  particularly  the 
possibility  that  properties  of  religious  and  cultural  significance  may  be  present  on  undeveloped 
portions  of  the  217  acres  to  be  used  for  the  EUL  project  As  you  know,  neither  our  literature 
search  nor  our  1 996  Intensive  Archaeological  Inventory  of  all  installation  undisturbed  landscapes 
found  any  indication  of  archeological  sites  or  locations  eligible  for  the  National  Rcgi.stcr  of 
Historic  Places.  Neither  the  surveyors  nor  tribes  consulted  during  the  survey  found  indications 
of  Native  American  bunaJ  grounds  or  other  culturally  sensitive  areas  on  GFAFB.  Copies  of  this 
survey  have  been  provided  for  your  review,  and  we  would  be  glad  to  provide  additional  copies  if 
needed.  Ba.sed  on  tlic  previous  investigation,  we  have  determined  that  neither  proposal  will  have 
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an  adverse  effect  on  archeological  or  historic  resources  identified  in  our  1996  Inventory-. 
However,  in  response  to  Mr.  Vance’s  expressed  concems.  we  would  appreciate  your  assistance 
In  identifying  any  historic  properties  to  which  the  tribe  attaches  religious  and  cultural 
significance.  Wc  had  hoped  this  consultation  would  take  place  during  the  Dec  5th  meeting,  but 
since  there  was  not  a  quorum  of  tribal  representatives  present,  no  decisions  were  reached. 

Wc  want  to  accommodate  the  tribe's  request  for  further  consultation  and  we  look  forward  to 
building  a  long-term  collaborative  relationship  with  you.  I  invite  you  and  Mr.  Vance,  or  other 
tribal  representative,  to  visit  the  base  as  soon  as  possible  to  accomplish  the  idcnlificalion 
consultation.  A  meeting  within  the  next  thirty  days  would  help  us  ensure  that  any  intbmiation 
you  provide  could  be  fully  considered.  Please  lei  us  know  when  you  might  desire  a  trip  to 
GFAFB  and  our  Cultural  Resource  Manager.  Ms.  Kristen  Rundquist  (as  below),  will  coordinate 
with  your  staff  for  travel  arrangements. 

My  action  officer  tor  any  of  the  matters  mentioned  in  this  letter  is  Ms.  Rundquist. 
kristen.rundquisK^us.af.mil,  telephone  701-747-4774,  Please  a.sk  Mr.  Vance  to  contact  her  and 
.set  an  agenda  for  our  next  meeting.  Again,  please  accept  ray  sincere  appreciation  for  the  lime 
you  and  your  staff  spent  with  us  on  Dec  5th. 


Sincerely, 


CHRISTOPHER  R.  MANN,  ColoncJ.  USAF 
\'icc  Commander 
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From:  RUNDQOIST,  KRISTEN  A  GS-11  USAF  AMC  319  CES/CEIEC 
Fmai  Ito:  kristen.rundQuistrii^us  .af  .ttii  1 1 
Sent:  Friday,  January  17,  2014  4:00  PM 
To;  Stevevance.crstpreservatiQnjSiout look. cow 

Subject:  Grand  Forks  AFB  -  Invitation  to  Visit  -  KC46A  8  EUL  projects 
Importance:  High 

Hello  Mr.  Vance, 

Thanks  for  speaking  with  me  on  Tues.  Ian  14th  regarding  the  attached  letter  to 
the  CRST.  The  CRST  received  a  hard  copy  of  this  letter  in  the  mail  on  Jan  2nd. 

During  our  conversation,  I  asked  you  if  the  tribe  was  going  to  accept  the 
invitation  to  visit  the  Grand  Forks  AFB  as  noted  in  the  letter. 

I  understood  that  you  would  like  to  visit  the  base  regarding  the  217  acre  EUL  for 
the  mixed-business  and  aviation  park.  However,  you  noted  that  you  would  leave 
official  response  on  the  KC46-A  project  to  the  Tribal  Council  as  you  felt  it 
wasn’t  really  a  THPO  issue. 

We  considered  scheduling  your  visit,  and  you  mentioned  that  snow  cover  is  not 
ideal  for  the  purpose  of  your  site  visit  on  the  217  acres. 

I  further  asked  if  you  had  any  guidance  about  what  the  council  thought  of  our 
projects,  since  the  subcommittee  Walakota  met  Dec  23  and  you  had  Tribal  Council 
again  last  week.  As  I  understood  the  conversation,  you  hadn't  received  much 
guidance,  if  any,  on  a  course  of  action  for  Grand  Forks  AFB  projects. 

Lastly,  I  requested  that  you  please  provide  a  written  response  on  your  acceptance 
of  the  invitation  to  visit  the  base  for  the  EUL  217  acre  project  if  that  is 
really  what  the  CRST  wants. 

We  are  of  course,  anxious  to  wrap  up  our  NEPA  process  and  would  like  to  include 
input  from  the  CRST  as  appropriate. 

Thank  you  so  much  for  your  time,  I  do  appreciate  it. 

v/r, 

Kristen  Rundquist 
Natural/Cultural  Resources 
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Colonel  Joel  D.  Jackson 
Commander.  22d  Air  Refueling  Wing 
57837  Cnneyvilic  Slreci,  Suite  I35 
McConnell  Al-B  KS  6722I-3504 


SAMPLE  LETTER 


The  United  Slates  Air  Force  (Air  I-orce)  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Slatenienl 
(EIS)  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (AFB).  Kansas,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmcnia! 
Policy  Act  (NEPA).  Thi.s  HIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  assttciaied 
with  bringing  the  Formal  Training  Unit  (FT'U)  or  the  Fir.sl  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1 ) 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  to  McConnell  AFB.  Along  with  analyzing  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  training  and  [light  operations  oflhc  new  aircraft,  the  EIS  will  also 
evaluate  the  personnel  changes,  new  construction,  and  use  of  existing  facilities  on-base.  Tlic  Air 
Force  expects  the  Draft  KC'-46A  F  fU  and  MOB  1  beddown  EIS  available  for  public  comment  in 
the  Fall  of2013. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  invites  the to  provide  input  regarding  this 
NEPA  analysis  and.  if  desired,  initiate  consuiianoinjursimnl  to  Section  106  of  the  National 
1  listoric  Preservation  Act.  36  CFR  Pan  800.  and  l-xeculivc  Order  13175.  Consultation  and 
Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments.  Previously.  has  not 

identified  any  locations  of.  or  impacts  to.  areas  of  traditional  us^^muranraplirtance 
underlying  the  airspace  as  currently  used  by  McConnell.  Nevenheless.  consultation  provides  an 
excellent  opjwrtunity  to  exchange  infonnalion.  ask  questions,  and  advise  McConnell  Air  Force 
Base  of  any  concerns  or  suggestions  you  may  have  with  the  potential  basing  ol  KC-46A  aircraft 
here.  To  help  identify  potential  concerns,  the  aiiaehmenls  to  this  letter  contain  information  on 
the  beddown.  and  the  following  paragraph  provides  some  general  information. 

For  the  1-TU  alternative,  the  KC-46A  will  augment  the  KC-135  aircraft  currently  based  at 
McConnell  AFB.  For  the  MOB  1  alternative,  the  KC-46A  will  replace  the  KC-135  currently 
based  at  McConnell  AFB.  For  both  alternatives,  the  KC-46A  will  operate  in  existing  airspace 
and  the  types  of  llighi  operations  w  ill  mirror  existing  KC-135  operations.  Die  KC-46A  will  use 
existing  air  refueling  irack.s  and  fuel  jettison  areas,  if  ncccssan*’.  The  elevation  ol  the  current  air 
refueling  tracks  for  the  KC-135  vary  but  are  generally  at  elevations  of  14.000  to  24.000  feet 
above  ground  level.  Preliminaiy  analysis  indicates  noise  levels  will  be  similar  to  levels 
associated  with  the  KC-1 35  missions.  Therefore,  the  Air  Force  anticipates  the  area  ofpolenlial 
elTcct  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  areas  of  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  at  each 
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installation.  For  the  FTU  mission,  the  area  ofpolenlial  effect  also  includes  proposed  auxiliary 
fields  listed  In  attachment  2.  1  he  Air  Force  updates  information  about  the  proposed  basing  of 
the  KC-46A  on  the  project  website  at  u  -kc-46.A-hedd(>w  n.eom. 

My  stalT  will  contact  your  olllcc  by  telephone  to  discuss  the  KC-46A  propo.sal  and  expected 
impacts.  For  slalT' questions,  comments,  or  input  on  the  NEPA  or  NMPA  Section  106  review  and 
process,  please  contact  Ms.  Tina  Seemayer.  McConnell  Al'B  Cullural  Resources  Manager. 
tina..<ccin»ivcrVi  as.ar.mil.  (316)  750-4445. 

Please  lake  this  opportunity  to  respond  with  your  preferences  selected  from  or  added  to  the 
list  on  the  endorsement  page.  Atlaclimeni  4.  I  look  forward  to  receiving  any  input  you  may  have 
regarding  this  endeavor. 


Sincerely 


5  Attachments 

1.  Vicinity  Map  of  McConnell  AFB 

2.  Auxiliary  Field  Locations 

3.  KC-46A*FTU  and  MOB  1  Brochure 

4.  Response  Endorsement  and  Preferences 

5.  Stamped,  addressed  return  cn\elope 

Cc: 

Pat  Ciwin.  I  ribal  Historic  Preservation  Onicc 
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Formal  Traiaing  Unit  (FTU)  & 

First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1) 

KC-46A^ 

Beddown 


The  U.S.  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  is  preparing  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  assess 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  of 
basing  and  operating  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft, 
associated  infrastructure  and  manpower  to 
establish  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU) 
and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1).  In  order 
to  effectively  define  the  full  range  of  issues  to 
be  evaluated  in  the  EIS.  the  Air  Force  is  holding 
public  scoping  meetings  to  determine  the  EIS 
scope  (i.e.  what  will  be  covered  and  in  what 
detail)  by  soliciting  comments  from  interested 
state  and  federal  agencies  and  interested 
members  of  the  public. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA) 

NEPA  is  our  national  mandate  for  making 
informed  decisions  while  considering 
environmental  impacts.  When  Federal 
agencies  propose  projects  having  the  potential 
to  significantly  impact  the  environment.  NEPA 
requires  the  following  process  be  undertaken  as 
part  of  planning  before  final  decisions  are  made: 

•  Evaluation  and  consideration  of  potential 
environmental  consequences  for  proposals  that 
may  significantly  impact  the  environment,  and 

•  Consideration  of  public  and  government  agency 
comments. 


The  EIS  Timeline 


(^__j  Oppi)nufiili»  for  Public  1n»i>lvciTicnl 
•. _ j  Where  We  Arc  Now 


Spring  201 J 


Minimum  50-day  ScopinK  Period 


Notice  of  Availability  of  Draft  I.IS 
for  public  review  published  in 
Federal  Reginter 

Minimum  45-da>  Commenl  Period 
Octuber  201. f 


Notice  of  Availability  of  Final  KIS 
published  in  Federal  Rifghltr  and 
30.Klav  EIS  Waiiinp  Period 
.Manh20l4 

4  '  - 


Record  of  Decision  (ROD) 


Where  the  potential  for  significant  environmental 
impacts  exists,  this  evaluation  is  presented  in  an 
EIS,  which: 

■  Identifies  and  describes  the  affected 
environment; 

•  Evaluates  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  from  a  range  of  reasonable 
alternatives;  and 

•  Identifies  environmental  permits  and  specific 
mitigation  measures  that  could  avoid,  minimize, 
or  reduce  potential  environment  consequences. 


Notice  of  Intent  and  Scoping 

The  EIS  begins  with  an  NOI,  which  is  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  io  announce  the  Air 
Force’s  intent  to  prepare  an  EIS  on  the  KC-46A 
FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  proposed  action  and 
alternatives.  The  NOI  is  the  beginning  of  the 
public  scoping  process,  including  community 
scoping  meetings,  to  provide  the  public  and 
government  agencies  and  entities  time  to  review 
the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 


Proposed  Action:  FTU  and  MOB  1  KC-46A  Tanker  Beddown 

The  KC-46A  EIS  will  evaluate  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  two  different  actions; 

1 .  Beddown  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  for  one  squadron  at  one  base  for  the  FTU;  and 

2.  Beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three  squadrons  at  one  base  for  the  MOB  1 . 

The  proposed  FTU  alternative  locations  are: 

•  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma 

•  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 

The  FTU  Mission  would  require  the  use  of  various  auxiliary  airfields  in  Oklahoma.  Texas  and  Kansas. 
The  proposed  MOB  1  alternative  locations  are: 

•  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma 

•  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 

•  Grand  Forks  AFB.  North  Dakota 

•  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 

Altus  AFB  and  McConnell  AFB  are  being  considered  for  both  the  FTU  or  MOB  1  missions.  No  base 
would  be  selected  for  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions. 


The  Air  Force  is  in  the  early  stages  of 
the  Ef$  Process  and  no  decision  has 
been  made  as  to  final  KC-46A  FTU  and 
MOB  1  beddown  location(s). 


No-Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No-Action  alternative,  basing  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not  occur  at  this  time.  A  No- 
Action  alternative  will  be  evaluated  for  environmental  consequences  at  each  proposed  beddown 
location,  which  will  provide  a  baseline  for  decision-makers. 
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Purpose  and  Need:  Tanker  Modernization 

The  selected  basing  locations  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations  and 
maintenance  support  as  necessary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each 
KC-46A  squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and  pilot 
and  personnel  training. 

The  purpose  of  the  KC-46A  beddown  is  to  provide  locations  for  training  and  flight  operations.  The 
KC-46A  tankers  are  needed  to  support  a  high-threat,  multi-role  warfighting  capability  to  Commanders 
worldwide.  Trained  pilots  and  personnel  must  be  available  to  meet  necessary  KC-46A  scheduled 
inventory  replenishment  dates  as  older  KC-135  tanker  aircraft  are  withdrawn  from  the  inventory. 


Comparison  of  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 
Performance  Capabilities 


Prlmaiy  Function 

AerW  rvhMling  ana  ettllft  with  200  000  (bs 
tool  fuel  tor  retuelaig 

[-1 

Aatiei  refueling  and  airlift  with  212  OOO  lbs 
total  fuel  Ibr  refuekng 

Boom  Refueling 

HydtauHc  sytiam  w(tn  1,176 
gallons  per  inirute  refueling  reis 

[H 

Computer  assisted  witn  i  200  gallons 
per  minuls  refueling  rale 

Probe  and  Drogue 
Refueling 

Permanent  system  does  not  exist 
-  rnusi  be  tempoienty  added 

[-1 

Penrwnert  centerline  probe  end 
drogue  system 

Boom  and  Probe  &  Drogue 
Refueling  on  Same  Msslon 

Noi  capable  o>  both  on 
same  mission 

H 

Capable  of  using  both  refuekng  types 
on  p<e  seme  mission 

Refueling  of  Two  Aircraft  at 
the  Some  Time 

Limited  to  20  tankers  with  the  capability  1 
to  attach  wing  pods  and  conduct  I 

muKiooee  lefuellng  ot  two  aaciaft  | 

f-l 

Al  tankers  nave  me  capaba^  to  atsch  wmg 
pods  and  conduct  mubp^  lefuetng 

Cargo/Paasengerf 
Medical  Patient  Capacity 

6  eaigo  paaeia  S3  passengers. 

44  medical  polenta 

i-l 

18  cargo  pallets.  114  passengers 

54  medical  pabenia 

Defensive  Systems 

Does  not  possess  sufbciam  systems 

H 

Protecbon  from  nuetaar.  nfrared  theat 
seeking  irassiles)  and  biochemical  Ihieais 

Night-time  Refueling 

Resbicied  in  tactical  rnsaions 

[-1 

Able  to  rafuel  m  tactical  missions 

Source  GAO  pmenfattoo  oTAir  Force  InlOmiaOcc  e  Boemg  Company  (KC-46A  photo) 
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Environmental  Resources 

The  Air  Force  understands  the  potential  for  the 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  to  affect 
environmental  resources.  As  part  of  the  EIS,  the 
Air  Force  will  analyze  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  changes  made  to 
support  KC-46A  operation  and  training,  including 
changes  in  personnel,  construction  of  facilities, 
and  the  inclusion  of  KC-46A  training  and  flight 
operation  activities.  The  environmental 
resource  areas,  to  the  right,  are  currently  under 
consideration  in  the  EIS. 

Please  take  this  opportunity  to: 

IZ  Learn  about  the  proposal, 

0  Identify  community-specific  issues, 

0  Make  sure  you  are  included  on  our 
mailing  list. 


Public  Scoping  Meetings 

5:00  p.m.  -  8:00  p.m. 

April  9.  2013 
Altus  Air  Force  Base 
Southwest  Technology  Center 
711  W.  Tamarack  Rd  ,  Altus,  OK 

April  11,  2013 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

Eugene  M  Hughes  Metro  Complex  Rm  180 

5015  E.  29th  St  N  ,  Wichita,  KS 

April  16,  2013 
Fairchild  Air  Force  Base 
Lincoln  Center,  1316  North  Lincoln  Street 
Spokane,  WA 

April  18,  2013 
Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base 
Ramada  Inn,  1205  North  43rd  Street 
Grand  Forks.  ND 

V _ _ _ y 


Environmental  Resource  Areas 
Include: 


Airspace  Operations 

•  Airspace 

•  Noise 

•  Air  Quality 

•  Safety 

o  Flight  Safety 
o  Ground  Safety 


NaturaLResojurces 

•  Geology  and  Soils 

•  Surface  Water  and 
Groundwater 

•  Wetlands  and 
Floodplains 

•  Biological  Resources 

Cultural  Resources 

•  Archaeological, 
Architectural, 
and  Traditional 
Resources 

Human  Resources 

•  Land  Use 

•  Recreation 

•  Socioeconomics 

•  Environmental  Justice  and 
Protection  of  Children 


•  Infrastructure  (utilities  and 
public  services) 

•  Hazardous  Materials 
and  Waste 

•  Transportation 


How  to  Submit  Comments 

Submit  comments  electronically  at 
www.KCj46ArbeddQwn.com 
or  by  mail  before  May  17,  2013  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force 

AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 
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A.4.4.1  McConnell  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  Tribal  Consultation  Response 


TRIBAL  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 


Date:  MBy28,20]3  Fik:  12I3-11S5KS/OK-4 

RE:  USAF  Formal  Training  Unit  and  first  Main  Operating  Base  beddown  of  the  K046A  Tanker 

Aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  in  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB  in  Kansas 

USAF.  AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office 
Jean  Reynolds 
507  Symington  Drive 
Scott  AFB,  IL  62225-5022 


Dear  Ms.  Reynolds, 

The  Osage  Nation  Historic  Preservation  Office  has  received  notification  and  accompanying  information  for  the 
proposed  project  listed  as  USAF  Formal  Training  Unit  and  first  Main  Operating  Base  beddown  of  the  KC-46A 
Tanker  Aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  in  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB  in  Kansas.  The  Osage  Nation  requests  a  copy  of 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  any  associated  cultural  resource  survey  reports. 

In  accordance  with  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  (NHPA)  [16  U.S.C.  470  §§470-470w-6]  1966, 
undertakings  subject  to  the  review  process  are  referred  to  in  SIOI  (dX6)(A),  which  clarifies  that  historic  properties 
may  have  religious  and  cultural  significance  to  Indian  tribes.  Additionally,  Section  106  of  NHPA  requires  Federal 
agencies  to  consider  die  effects  of  their  actions  on  historic  properties  (36  CFR  Part  800)  as  does  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (43  U.S.C.  4321  and  4331-35  and  40  CFR  1501.7(a)  of  1969). 

The  Osage  Nation  has  a  vital  interest  in  protecting  its  historic  and  ancestral  cultural  resources.  The  Osage  Nation 
anticipates  reviewing  and  commenting  on  the  planned  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  any  associated 
cultural  resource  survey  reports  for  the  proposed  USAF  Formal  Training  Unit  and  first  Main  Operating  Base 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  in  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB  in  Kansas. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  or  need  any  additional  information  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  the  number  listed 
below.  Thank  you  for  consulting  with  the  Osage  Nation  on  this  matter. 
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A,5  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  ACT  (NHPA)  SECTION  106  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 
(SHPO)  CONSULTATION 

A,5.1  Altus  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter 

A_018_C_A  A_018_C_A 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
97TH  AIR  MOBILITY  WING 
ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  OKLAHOMA 


26Jun  13 


•  The  basis  for  determining  that  no  historic  properties  are  present  or  affected  (Attachments 
1.2. 3  and  4). 

•  The  basis  for  determining  a  finding  of  no  adverse  impacts  (Attachment  5) 

Please  review  the  material  enclosed  and  contact  Mr.  James  Bellon.  jamcs.bellon  t/  us.af.mil. 
(580)  48 1  -7606  if  you  have  any  questions.  If  we  do  not  hear  from  you  within  30  days  after  you 
receive  this  letter,  we  will  assume  concurrence  with  our  finding  of  no  adverse  effect.. 


Charles  R.  Butchcc 
Chief,  Asset  Management  Flight 
97th  Civil  Engineering  Squadron 
401  L  Ave 

Altus  AFB  OK  73523-5138 
Melvena  Heisch 

Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Oklahoma  Historical  Society.  Oklahoma  History  Center 
800  Na/ih  Zuhdi  Drive 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73105 

Dear  Ms.  Heisch 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  to  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the 
Formal  Training  Unit  (ETTJ)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  {MOB  1 )  of  the  KC-46A  tanker 
aircraft.  As  you  know  from  our  letter  dated  29  March  20 1 3.  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  is  one 
of  four  installations  proposed  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  Additionally.  Altus  AFB  is  the  Air 
Force’s  preferred  alternative  for  the  FTU  mission. 

Basing  the  aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  would  require  the  construction  and  renovation  of 
facilities  to  accommodate  the  new  personnel  and  aircraft  associated  with  the  mission.  I'hc 
attached  table  (atch  1)  and  project  maps  (attachments  2.  3  and  4)  identifies  specific  facilities  that 
might  be  affected  by  this  project. 

In  compliance  with  the  National  Historic  Prcscr\'ation  Act  (NHPA)  and  36CFR800,  Altus  AFB. 
requests  concurrence  with  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APH)  as  defined  below  and  in 
Attachments  2, 3  and  4,  and  with  a  finding  of  no  adverse  impacts  to  historic  properties.  Altus 
AFB  previously  completed  an  inventory  of  its  historic  properties,  in  compliance  with  Section 
1 10  of  NHPA.  The  only  potentially  eligible  facility  within  the  APE  is  Building  285. 

Renovations  to  Building  285  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  historic  integrity  of  this 
facility  (  Atch  5  ).  The  Criteria  of  Effect  found  in  36CFR800.1 1(c)  has  been  applied  and 
supports  the  determination  that  this  undertaking  wilt  have  no  adverse  effect  on  historic 
propiertics.  Die  following  documentation  as  detailed  in  Section  800. 1 1(d)  is  attached  for  your 
review,  and  a  copy  of  this  material  has  been  sent  to  the  Oklahoma  Archaeological  Survey,  as 
well. 

•  A  description  of  the  KC-46A  project  (see  above) 

•  A  delineation  of  the  APE  (Attachments  2,  3.  and  4) 

•  A  summary  of  the  efforts  made  to  identify  historic  properties  in  the  project's  APE. 
including,  as  appropriate,  efforts  to  seek  information  pursuant  to  Section  800.4(b), 
identification  of  historic  properties  (See  facilities  list.  Attachment  1 ). 


Sincerely, 

Charles  R.  Butchce,  GS-13,  IMF 
Chief,  Asset  Management  Flight 
97'**  Civil  Engineer  Squadron 

Cc:  Oklahoma  Archeological  Survey,  University  of  Oklahoma,  1 1 1  East  Chesapeake, 

Building  #134,  Nonnan.  OK  73019-0575 
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A,5.1  Altus  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter  (Continued) 


A_018_C_A  A_018_C_A 


Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  Beddown  at  Altus  AFB 


I'rniect  1  Slaiut  I  vrarconsTrii^M 

Demolition  I  I 

building  62. 

lieihli.'* 

1955 

Building  171 

\ol-i:iii;ihlc* 

1984 

Building  551 

\ot-rii<.'iMo'‘ 

1991 

Building  554 

\ot-l  liiiiblc” 

1991 

Building  557 

Noi-I.lmibk'** 

1991 

Building  563 

Nol-l-.ll'jiblc’* 

1991 

Building  564 

NoI-l'h'Cibk-** 

1991 

Building  565 

Nol-l-lii;ibk-"* 

1991 

Ramp  Area 

N'ol-l  liLiibk-** 

NA 

Renovitteri  ' 

Renovate  1  axiway  G  and  Reconstruct  K-l 

Nol-Mimbk'** 

NA 

Repair  ctmcrcte  Overrun 

Not-l.liuiblc’* 

NA 

Building  87.  Wing  HQ  (Ops  Group,  ANG  and  AFRC) 

Not-l  Imihlc* 

1986 

Building  170,  Aircraft  parts  storage/conlractor  supplies 

Not-1  liuible’ 

1972 

Building  285,  construct  interior  wall  and  expand  hydraulic  shop 

hiigible 

1956 

New 

Ramp  area  and  Aerospace  Ground  1  i.|iii|mi<;iit  (  A(i|  i  ;ipri>n 

NA 

NA 

Install  Box  Culvert  in  existing  irrigation  canal 

NA 

NA 

Refueling  truck  parking  yard 

NA 

NA 

Hangar  Row  Road 

NA 

NA 

Squadrons  Operations  Facility  with  Aircraft  Maintenance  Unit  <3  buildings) 

NA 

NA 

Maintenance  Hangar  with  AMH  (2-bay) 

NA 

NA 

Fuel  Cell  Hangar 

NA 

NA 

Maintenance  hangar  (2-bay) 

NA 

NA 

Install  ramp  lighting 

NA 

NA 

Maintenance  Training  Facility  (MTF) 

NA 

NA 

Fuel  tanks,  pumps,  hydrant  system 

NA 

NA 

Fuselage  Training  (FuT)  Facility 

NA 

NA 

Weapons  System  Trainer  (WST) 

NA 

NA 

Two  Dormitories  (96  rooms) 

NA 

NA 

Visiting  Officers  Quarters 

NA 

NA 

AddUIoni/Alterattons 

Building  369.  Add  vault 

Noi-fcligible* 

1952 

Building  156.  Gym  addition 

Not-Fligible* 

1956 

Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  Beddown  at  Altus  AFB 


F - .MI'llli! 

Demolition 

L 

Building  1 7U  (to  make  room  tor  new  Ful  Facility) 

Nol-bligibic 

1972 

Rittoviido^ 

.  mi 

Building  87.  (mnip  ik-.ulijiKirUTs  and  Mission  Gaining 

Niil-I'.liuihk' 

1980 

Building  394,  Lontracloi  SuppK  Storage 

Ni>l-[.lii'ibic 

1955 

New  Constmetion 

Flighi  1  Ccnici 

NA 

NA 

Fuselage  irainer  Facility 

NA 

NA 

Hydrant  pit  (one  pit  added  to  existing  system) 

NA 

NA 

AddttlMi/AlteritloM  ^ 

Building  193.  Squadron  ( ’ixTiiiions  Anvi  Liri  Maink'ii.tiac  1  'iiii 

1987 

Building  51 8.  Tail  enclosure  and  lud  <.cll  cM'.inMon 

1971 

Building  285.  Tail  enclosure  and  tool  crib  expansion 

Eligible 

1956 

Sol  Hligiblf  bastd  on  pending  rtshlb  of  Section  !  10  Surrey  irsi^li 
Sol  Eligible  based  on  the  recem  consirtKiion  dates  md  the  lack  stgfnficani  cultural  coMexi 
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A,5.1  Altus  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter  (Continued) 


A_018_C_A 

KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  Description  of  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
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Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  I  Beddown  at  Altus  AFB  •  Map  I 
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A,5.1  Altus  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter  (Continued) 


A_018_C_A 

KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  I>escription  of  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


Atch  4 


A_018_C_A 

Proposed  Renovations  to  Building  285 


MOB  1  MISSION 


Only  a  minor  renovation  to  this  facility  would  be  required  if  Altus  AFB  where  to  receive  the  KC-46A 
mission.  This  renovation  would  include  the  construction  of  an  interior  wall  in  the  existing  hydraulic  shop 
on  the  west  side  of  Building  285  (see  floor  plan  below). 


Atch  5 
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A,5.1  Altus  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter  (Continued) 

A  018  C  A 


FTU  MISSION 

Should  Altus  FTU  receive  the  FTU  mission  the  following  renovations  would  be  required  for  Hangar  285. 
The  renovations  would  consist  of  the  construction  of  a  1,200  square  foot  storage  area  (see  hatched  area 
below).  The  addition  of  a  removable,  roll  away  tail  enclosure  is  also  proposed  for  the  facility.  This  tail 
enclosure  would  be  slightly  larger  than  the  existing  tail  enclosure  currently  in  use  at  the  facility  (see 
photograph  below).  These  renovations  would  not  change  the  historic  integrity  of  the  facility  and  would 
contribute  to  the  facilities  functioning  as  an  active  aircraft  hangar. 


Existing  Tail 
Enclosure 
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A.5.1.1  Altus  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Response 

A_018_C_A-R1 


Oklahoma  Historical  Society  Founded  May  27,  1893 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Oklahoma  Hlslory  Center  •  800  Nazlh  Zuhdi  Drive  •  Oklahoma  City.  OK  73105-7917 
(405)  521-6249  •  Fax  (405)  522-0816  •  www.okhlstory.org/shpo/shpom.htm 

July  29. 2013 

Mr.  Charles  Butchec.  Chief 

Asset  Management  Flight 

DAF  97*''  Civil  F.ngineering  Squadron 

401  "L”  Avenue 

Altus  AFB.  OK  73523 

RH:  File  #1 196-13:  DAF  Proposed  Bed-Down  Project  for  Building  #285,  Altus  Air  Force  Base 

Dear  Mr.  Butchee: 

We  have  reviewed  the  documentation  submitted  on  the  referenced  project  in  Jackson  County.  We  find 
that  the  project  will  have  no  adverse  efTect  on  Building  #285,  a  property  eligible  for  listing  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.  Our  opinion  is  based  on  the  following  facts: 

1 .  The  exterior  of  Building  #285  is  not  to  be  altered  by  the  project. 

2.  The  Tail  Hnclosure  portion  of  the  project  will  be  self-supporting  and  removable  without 
inflicting  damage  to  any  part  of  the  Building  #285  exterior. 

3.  ITie  project's  interior  alterations  are  to  accommodate  new  storage  requirements.  These 
alterations  are  not  in  the  hangar  space,  and  no  demolition  of  character-defining  features  of  the 
historic  construction  is  proposed. 

Each  of  these  project  design  considerations  conform,  in  detail,  to  the  requirements  of  the  Secreiary  of  the 
Interior  s  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings. 

Unless  you  receive  an  objection  from  any  other  consulting  party  during  the  comment  period  pursuant  to 
36  CFR  Part  800.5(c)(  1 ),  this  correspondence  documents  that  your  agency  has  completed  the  Section 
106  process  in  accordance  with  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation’s  (Council’s)  regulations 
that  went  into  effect  on  January  1 1 . 200 1 .  and  the  amendments  to  these  regulations  that  became  effective 
on  August  5,  2004.  You  arc  no  longer  required  to  provide  documentation  of  findings  of  "no  adverse 
effect"  to  the  Council. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  project.  Future  correspondence  pertaining  to  this  project 
must  reference  the  above  underlined  file  number.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
call  Mr.  Harry  Simms,  Historic  Preservation  Architect,  at  (405)522-4479.  Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 


Deputy  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer 

MH:pm 

cc:  Dr.  Robert  Brooks.  OAS 
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A,5.2  Fairchild  AFB  NHPA  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter 


F_005_C_A 


F  005  C  A 


DEPARTMF.NT  OF  THF.  AIR  FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS  92D  AIR  REFUELING  WING  (AMC) 
FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  WASHINGTON 


Lieutenanl  Colonel  Patrick  J.  Obruba 
92d  Civil  Engineer  Squadron  Commander 
1 00  W.  Ent  Street 
Fairchild  AFB  W A  99011 


Mr.  Nicholas  Vann 

WA  State  Dept,  of  Archaeology  and  Historic  Preservation 
1063  South  Capitol  Way.  Suite  106 
Olympia  WA  98501 

Dear  Mr.  Vann. 

As  per  Section  106  of  the  National  I  listoric  Preservation  Act.  36  CFR  Part  800. 1  am  requesting  your 
consultation  on  undertakings  related  to  the  potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  Fairchild 
Air  Force  Base  (FAFB)  is  a  proposed  location  for  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB).  The  first  MOB 
is  projected  to  receive  approximately  36  KC-46A  aircraft  which  is  similar  to  the  number  of  KC-1 35 
tankers  currently  assigned  to  FAFB.  The  base  ultimately  selected  as  the  first  MOB  will  have  currently 
assigned  tankers  phased  out  as  the  new  aircraft  is  beddown.  Basing  the  aircraft  at  FAFB  would  require 
the  construction  and  renovation  of  facilities  to  accommodate  the  new  personnel  and  aircraft  associated 
with  the  mission.  The  timeframe  for  this  undertaking  is  2014-2015.  however  planning  is  currently 
underway.  FAFB  has  determined  the  Area  of  Potential  Eftect  (APE)  and  completed  an  inventory  of 
historic  properties  within  the  APE  per  36  CFR  §  800.4. 

Fairchild  determined  the  APE  for  these  undertakings  is  limited  to  the  footprint  of  potential 
construction  activities,  indicated  on  the  attached  map.  Our  rationale  is  the  KC-46A  will  operate  in 
existing  airspace  and  the  types  of  flight  operations  will  mirror  historical  KC-135  operations.  Air  refueling 
operations  typically  occur  at  elevations  greater  than  14.000  feet  above  ground  level.  Operations  in  the 
vicinity  of  Fairchild  AFB  will  consist  of  aircraft  operations  similar  to  the  KC-135  mission.  These  include 
take  ofis.  landings,  and  flying  patterns  in  the  local  airspace  at  Fairchild  AFB.  Preliminary  analysis 
indicates  noise  levels  from  these  operations  will  be  similar  to  noise  levels  associated  with  the  KC-135 
mission.  Therefore,  the  APE  for  potential  historical  building  evaluations  does  not  include  airspace  or  the 
environment  outside  of  the  construction  related  footprints. 


The  two  NRHP  eligible  buildings  in  the  APE  are  Building  2245  and  Building  2050.  We  find  that  the 
MOB  undertaking  as  currently  envisioned  will  have  no  adverse  impact  on  Building  2245.  Additionally, 
we  find  that  the  MOB  undertaking  is  likely  to  have  an  adverse  impact  on  Building  2050. 

Building  2245  was  constructed  in  1943  and  is  a  iwo-siory  poured  reinforced  concrete  structure  with  a 
brick  facade.  The  interior  had  renovations  throughout  the  1 950s.  1 960s.  and  1 970s  to  accommodate 
changing  office  space  needs  and  technology.  In  1 986.  the  building  received  a  full  scale  remodel  to 
include  the  replacement  of  original  wood  sash  windows  with  dark  bronzed  anodized  aluminum  frame 
windows  and  a  gutting  of  the  interior.  New  office  finishes  included  gypsum  board  walls,  acoustical 
ceiling  liJes.  upgraded  electrical  and  mechanical  systems,  and  the  installation  of  an  elevator. 


Che  work  proposed  in  Building  2245  in  support  of  a  KC-46A  beddown  is  strictly  limited  to  the  interior 
to  accommodate  a  shifting  of  office  spaces.  Based  on  the  continuous  and  significant  interior  remodels 
performed  to  dale,  it  is  our  finding  that  additional  interior  renovations  will  have  “No  Adverse  Effect’*  on 
Building  2245. 

Building  2050  would  receive  extensive  upgrades  and  modifications  to  support  the  KC-46A  aircraft. 
The  exterior  upgrades  are  required  to  transform  Building  2050  into  a  functional  Air  Force  facility, 
regardless  of  w  hether  Fairchild  AFB  is  ultimately  selected  as  the  first  MOB.  Some  major  undertakings 
proposed  include  but  are  not  limited  to:  Upgrade  of  the  hangar  doors  to  include  anti-terrorism/force 
protection  (ATFP)  pro\  isions  and  tail  door  modifications:  installation  of  an  exterior  fire  egress 
(previously  found  to  have  an  adverse  impact);  utility  scr\'ice  updates  impacting  the  landscaping  and 
parking  areas:  window  replacement  and  other  ATFP  upgrades:  and  a  complete  repainting.  The  proposed 
changes  to  Building  2050.  when  considered  cumulatively  with  previous  modifications  to  the  facility,  will 
have  an  “Adverse  EITect”  to  the  integrity  of  the  significant  characteristics  of  the  facility,  likely  removing 
its  eligibility  for  registiy  on  the  NRHP. 

We  request  your  concurrence  on  our  determination  of  the  APE  and  our  inventory'  of  historic  properties 
in  the  APE.  Our  contact  person  for  this  project's  Section  1 06  consultation  is  Steve  Selser,  1 00  W.  Ent 
Street.  Suite  155.  Fairchild  AFB.  WA  9901 1  or  (509)247-81 16  or  steven.sclser@us.af.mil. 

Sincerely^ 

PATRICK  J.  OBRUBA.  Lt  Col.  USAF 

Commander 


Attachment: 
KC-46A  APE 
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ANysori  Brooks  Ph.D.,  Director 
Stole  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


June  25,2013 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Patrick  J.  Obruba 
92d  Civil  Engineer  Squadron  Commander 
Fairchild  AFB 
100  W.  Ent  Street 
Fairchild  AFB,  WA  99011 

Attn:  Steve  Selser,  Suite  155 

In  future  correspondence  please  referto; 

Log:  06251 3-1 1-USAF 

Property:  Fairchild  AFB  Building  2245  and  Building  2050 
Re:  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  beddown  -  APE  Concur 

Dear  Lt.  Col.  Obruba: 

We  have  reviewed  the  materials  forwarded  to  our  office  for  the  above  referenced  project.  Thank  you  for 
your  description  of  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  the  project.  We  concur  with  the  definition  of  the 
APE.  We  look  forward  to  the  results  of  your  consultation  with  the  concerned  tribes,  and  continuing 
consultation  once  the  detailed  effects  of  the  project  are  known.  We  would  appreciate  receiving  any 
correspondence  or  comments  from  concerned  tribes  or  other  parties  that  you  receive  as  you  consult 
under  the  requirements  of  36CFR800.4(a)(4). 

Once  more  information  is  known  about  the  effects  of  work  proposed  for  Building  2245.  please  contact 
DAMP  for  further  consultation.  Based  on  your  description  of  the  proposal  to  provide  anti-terrorism/force 
protection  (ATFP),  tail  door  modifications,  installation  of  an  exterior  egress  system,  window  replacement, 
and  other  ATFP  upgrades  for  Building  2050,  there  is  likely  to  be  an  Adverse  Effect.  For  each  of  these 
projects,  we  request  photographs  of  existing  conditions  in  proposed  areas  of  work,  and  drawings  to 
include  -  at  a  minimum  -  floor  plans  and  exterior  elevations. 

These  comments  are  based  on  the  information  available  at  the  time  of  this  review  and  on  behalf  of  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  in  conformance  with  Section  1 06  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  and  its  implementing  regulations  36CFR800.  Should  additional  information  become  available,  please 
contact  DAHP  for  further  consultation.  We  look  forward  to  reviewing  a  draft  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
(MOA)  for  the  proposed  effects  at  Building  2050. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to 
contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


DEPARTMKNT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS  9:i)  AIR  Ri;riJtLING  WING  (A.VIC)  F  005  C  A-R2 
FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  WASHINGTON 


0  4  SEP  2013 


Lieutenant  Colonel  Jason  S.  Campbell 
92d  Civil  Engineer  Squadron  Commander 
100  W.  Ent  Street 
Fairchild  AFB  WA  99011 

Mr.  Nicholas  Vann 

WA  State  Dept,  of  Archaeology  and  Historic  Prescr\'aiion 
1063  South  Capitol  Way,  Suite  106 
(Jlympia  WA  98501 

SllBJ:  KC-46  Beddown  Concurrence 

Dear  Mr.  Vann. 


Thank  you  for  your  concurrence  with  the  .Area  of  Potential  HlTect  (APE)und  the  elTects 
detemiination  on  Building  2050.  If  the  project  moves  forward  to  the  design  stages  and  more  is 
known  regarding  alterations  to  both  Building  2050  and  Building  2245.  we  will  reengage 
consultation. 


Our  contact  person  is  Steve  Selser.  MK)  W.  Ent  Street.  Suite  155. 1‘airchild  Al-B.  WA  9901 1 
or  (509)347-81 16  or  stcven.selserd'us.af.mil. 


Sincerely. 


Oason  s.  cai 

Commander 


.^K^pbeuTli 


t  Col.  US.AF 


Nicholas  Vann 
Historical  Architect 
(360)  586-3079 
Nicholas.Vann@dahp.wa.gov 


State  of  Washington  •  Department  of  Archaeology  &  Historic  Preservation 
P.O.  Box  48343  •  Olympia.  Washington  98504-8343  •  (360)  586-3065 

vvww.dahp.wa.gov 
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A.5.2.2 


Amendment  to  MOA  between  Fairchild  AFB  and  the  Washington  SHPO  Regarding  Demolition  Activities  Associated  with 
Fairchild  AFB 


AMENDMENT#!  TO: 

MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT  (MOA) 

BETWEEN  THE  COMMANDER. 92D  AIR  REFUELING  WING, 
FAIRCHILD  AIRFORCE  BASE 
AND 

THE  WASHINGTON  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 
AND 

THE  SPOKANE  COUNTY  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 

REGARDING  DEMOLITION  ACTIVITIES  ASSOCIATED  WITH 
FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE.  WASHINGTON 


WHEREAS  ihc  MOA  was  originally  cxecuiedon  November  29. 2012; 

WHEREAS  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  has  been  identified  as  a  “Reasoaable 
Alternative”  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1 ): 

WHEREAS  building  2050,  a  facility  eligible  for  naticmal  registry,  has  been  identified 
within  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  and  would  likely  be  adversely  impacted  by 
required  alterations  to  support  the  KC*46; 

WHEREAS  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  will  send  a  copy  of  this  executed 
amendment  to  the  ACHP; 

NOW  THEREFORE,  in  accordance  with  Stiptlaiion  VllI,  Amendments,  of  the  MOA, 
Fairchild  AFB,  the  Washington  Department  of  Archeology  and  Historic  Preservation 
(DAHP),  and  the  Spokane  City/County  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SCCHPO)  agree  to 
amend  the  MOA  as  follows; 


SIGNATORIES: 


FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE;  FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE 
BASE  utWOiA 


fW. 

BRIAN  M  NEWBERRY.  Col.  USAF 
Commander,  92  ARW 

by ;  NEWKIWY  8RIAM  MCntEL  1 1$40SM03 

FOR  THE  SPOKANE  COUNTY  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 


a... 


KRISTEN  GRIFFIN  ^ 

SPOKANE  COUNTY  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 


lINCTON  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 


.:_jLZ£/r±_ 

I^LrVSON  BROOKS.  Ph.D. 

WASHINGTON  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 


Add  rtew  Stipulation  XI: 

If  Fairchild  AFB  is  selected  to  be  the  KC-46  MOBI.  the  U.S.  Air  Force  shall 
consult  with  WA  DAHP  and  SCCHPO  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  the  indertaking. 
The  agreed  upon  mitigation  will  be  an  additional  stipulation  in  a  future 
amei>dment  to  this  MOA. 
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G_025_C_A 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS  319TH  AIR  BASE  WING  (AMC) 
GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  NORTH  DAKOTA 


Lt  Col  Edward  P.  Phillips 

3I9CES/CC  JUN  2  1  2013 

525  Tuskegee  Airmen  Blvd 
Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND  58205-6434 

Merlan  E.  Paaverud 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Slate  Historical  Society  of  North  Dakota 
6 1 2  East  Boulevard  Ave 
Bismark  ND  58505-0200 

Dear  Mr.  Paaverud, 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  to  assess  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  1)  bed-down  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  in  KS  was 
selected  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  1  mission  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND  and 
Fairchild  AFB,  WA  are  listed  as  candidates  for  the  MOB  I  mission.  Altus  AFB  is  the  preferred 
alternative  for  the  FTU  mission.  A  no-action  alternative,  where  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  not 
be  located  at  any  of  these  installations,  will  also  be  examined. 

The  beddown  for  the  MOB  1  mission  would  include  placement  of  36  K.C-46A  aircraft  for 
three  squadrons  at  one  installation.  The  selected  basing  location  would  need  to  accommodate 
training,  flight  operations  and  maintenance  support  as  necessary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots  and 
operating  personnel.  Each  KC-46A  squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to 
support  aircraft  operations  and  pilot  and  personnel  training.  Specific  requirements  for  the  MOB  1 
mission  would  include  a  combination  of  new  construction,  renovation,  alteration,  and  demolition 
and  would  occur  in  the  main  portion  of  the  base  on  Grand  Forks  AFB.  All  construction  or  ground 
disturbance  required  by  this  project  would  be  conducted  within  the  current  base  boundary.  The 
attached  table  and  project  map  identifies  specific  facilities  that  might  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
undertaking.  Additional  information  can  be  found  on  the  project  website  at  www.kc-46A- 
beddown.com. 

In  compliance  with  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  and  36  CFR  800, 
Grand  Forks  AFB,  hereby  enters  into  Section  106  consultation  regarding  the  proposed 
undertaking.  The  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  for  tliis  effort  is  within  the  base  boundary  and 
generally  located  in  the  airfield  operations  developed  area  (see  Attachment  1 ).  The  KC-46A 
would  operate  in  existing  airspace  and  the  types  of  flight  operations  would  mirror  historical  KC- 
1 35  operations  once  located  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  These  operations  would  include  take  offs. 


G_025_C_A 

landings,  and  flying  patterns  in  local  airspace.  Air  refueling  operations  typically  occur  at 
elevations  greater  than  14,000  feet  above  groimd  level.  Preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise 
levels  from  these  operations  would  be  similar  to  noise  levels  associated  with  the  former  ICC-135 
mission.  Therefore  the  APE  for  potential  historical  building  evaluations  does  not  consider 
airspace  or  the  environment  outside  of  the  construction  related  footprints  described  above. 

An  inventory  of  potentially  historic  properties  was  completed  in  compliance  with  Section 
1 1 0  of  NHPA  and  concurrence  from  your  office  was  obtained  on  that  work  effort  in  Oct  2011. 

No  historic  properties  are  located  within  the  APE  according  to  our  inventory.  The  following 
documentation  as  detailed  in  Section  800.1 1(d)  is  included  for  your  thoughtful  review: 

•  A  description  of  the  KC-46A  project  (see  above) 

•  A  delineation  of  the  APE  (Attachment  1 ) 

•  A  summary  of  the  efforts  made  to  identify  historic  properties  in  the  project’s  APE, 
including,  as  appropriate,  efforts  to  seek  information  pursuant  to  Section  800.4(b), 
identification  of  historic  properties  (See  facilities  list.  Attachment  2). 

•  The  basis  for  determining  that  no  historic  properties  are  present  or  affected  (Attachment 

2). 

Grand  Forks  AFB  suggests  that  the  proposed  undertaking  to  bed-down  36  KC-46A 
aircraft  at  this  installation  would  result  in  a  finding  of  “No  Historic  Properties  Affected”  and  we 
request  concurrence  on  this  finding  from  your  office  pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  NHPA. 
Please  review  all  the  attachments  and  provide  any  comments  or  information  directly  to  319th 
CEA/CEAN,  525  Tuskegee  Airmen  Boulevard,  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota  58205-6434. 
Should  you  have  any  questions  or  need  additional  information  please  call/cmail  Ms.  Kristen 
Rundquist,  Cultural  Resources  Manager  at  (701)  747-4774  or  kristen.rundQuist@us.af.mil. 

If  we  do  not  hear  from  you  within  30  days  of  receipt  of  this  letter,  we  will  assume  that 
you  do  not  object  to  our  proposed  determination  of  no  historic  properties  affected.  We  then  will 
proceed  with  the  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process  under  NEPA,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  36  CFR  800.13  for  treating  historic  properties  discovered  during  an  undertaking.  Thank  you 
for  your  time  and  efforts. 


Sincerely, 


EDWARD  P.  PHILLIPS,  Lt  Col,  USAF 
Commander,  319th  Civil  Engineer  Squadron 

Attachments: 

1.  Map  of  Construction  Footprint 

2.  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Project  Listing 
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ATTACHMENT  2 


Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the 
KC-46A  MOH  1  Beddown  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 


Protect  i  Status 

Demolition 

Buildina  331 

Not  Eligible* 

1957 

Building  635“ 

Not  Eligible  •• 

1973 

Building  699 

Not  Eligible  ** 

2010 

Renovation 

Building  221 .  Dormiton- 

Mitigated  (PC  on 
Unaccompanied 
Housing)* 

1958 

Building  307,  Air  National  Guard  Wing  Headquarters 

Not  Eligible* 

1959 

Building  528.  Base  Oocralions 

Not  Eligible* 

1957 

Building  602.  Rcmotciv  Piloted  Aircraft  Wing 

Not  Eligible* 

1959 

Building  607,  Operation  Group/Opcralions  Support  Squadron/  Aircraft 
Maintenance  Squadron 

Not  Eligible* 

1959 

Building  629,  Squadron  Operations/Aircraft  Maintenance  Unit 

Not  Eligible  •* 

1997 

Building  63 1 .  Squadron  Operations  /Aircraft  Maintenance  Unit 

Not  Eligible  •* 

1998 

Building  670,  Supply  Shop  (Renovmions  consist  ol'tlK  insmllanon  of  a  cage  for  segregated 
storaeci 

Not  Eligible  •* 

1990 

Runway  and  Overun  Repairs 

NA 

NA 

Roads  and  Parking  Upgrades 

NA 

NA 

Parking  Apron/  Fuels  Hydrant  Upgrade 

NA 

NA 

Taxiwav  A,  F,  G  Renovations 

NA 

NA 

Addldons/Amtiohs  "  •  a.  ^ 

' 

Building  336,  Flight  Stimulator  (Weapon  System  Trainers,  Boom  Operator 
Trainers) 

Not  Eligible  ** 

1983 

Building  622,  Composite  Shop 

Not  Eligible* 

1961 

Building  649,  General  Maintenance  Hangar  (3*baY)/Altemate  Mission  Equipment 

Not  Eligible  •* 

1987 

Building  661,  Aerospace  Ground  Equipment 

Not  Eligible  ** 

1988 

New  Construction 

Fuel  Cell  /Corrosion  Control  (2-Bay)  /  General  Maintenance  Hanger  (1 -Bay)  with 
Apron 

NA 

NA 

New  Taxiwav  and  Parking  Apron 

NA 

NA 

Global  Hawk  Engine  Pad  (Required  for  Displaced  Global  Hawk) 

NA 

NA 

Maintenance  Training  Facility  (MTF) 

NA 

NA 

Squadron  Operations/  Aircraft  Maintenance  Unit 

NA 

NA 

Aircrew  Flight  Equipment  (AFE)  Facility 

NA 

NA 

Dormitory 

NA 

NA 

Fuselage  Trainer  (FuT)  Facility 

NA 

NA 

Airfield  Lighting  Vault 

NA 

NA 

Notes: 

"  Demolish  building  to  construct  new  Aerospace  Ground  Equipment  (AGE). 

Not  Eligible  based  on  the  "Final  Cultural  Resource  Surx’ey  of  Historic  Places.  Evaluation  of  Historic 
Buildings,  Structures  and  Sites  at  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base.  Grand  Forks  Couni\>,  ND" 
referenced  as  NDSHPO  97-0527CJ.  Oct  4.  2011. 

Not  Eligible  based  on  the  recent  construction  dates  and  the  lack  of  significant  cultural  context 
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COPV 


Jack  Dalrymple 
Governor  of  North  Dakoia 


Gercld  Gcmthob 
Valley  City  ■  President 


Calvin  Grinnell 
Ntv  Touti  •  Vice  President 


A.  Ruric  Todd  III 
Jamestown  -  SeereiaTv 


Albert  1.  Berger 
Grind  Fwfes 


E)iane  K.  Lanon 
BirmiiTdi 


Clmter  E  NeUon,  Jc. 


Maijjaret  Puet2 
BismiwHc 

Sara  Otte  Coleman 

DirecTOT 

7'owrum  Division 

Kelly  Schmidt 
Srate  Treasurer 

Alvin  A-  Jaeger 
Seaetitri  of  State 

Mark  Zimmerman 
Director 
Porks  and  Reaeation 
Department 


Gram 
Direi 

Deportment  of  Transportation 


Accredited  by  the 
Americim  Adidnce 
o/ Museums  sroe  1986 


July  8,  2013 


Edward  Phillips  Lt  Col  USAF 

Commander  3 19'’'  Civil  Kitgincer  Squadron 

319CES/CEAN 

525  Tuskegee  Airmen  BKxl 

Grand  Forb  AFB  58205 


ND  SHPO  97-0527CK!  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB-l)  bed-down  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  at  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base, 
North  Dakota 


Dear  Lt.  Col  PhilliiK, 

We  nnnewed  ND  SHIH.)  97-0527CK:  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB-l)  bed-down  of  the  K046A  tanker  aircraft  at  Grand  Forks  Air 
Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  and  concur  with  a  “No  Historic  Properties  Affected” 
determination,  prox'ided  the  project  remains  as  described  in  your  letter  dated  June  2 1 , 
2013. 

Thank  you  for  the  opi>ortunitY  to  review  this  project.  If  you  have  any  questions  please 
contact  Susan  Quinnell,  at  (701)  328-3576  orsauinnell@nd.gov  Thank  you  for  the 
excellent  documentation  v^ackage,  and  the  opportunity  to  rex-iew. 

Sincerely, 


Mcrlan  E.  Paaverud,  Jr. 

Stare  Historic  Preserv-ation  (.Officer  (North  Dakota) 


\ 

% 

'j 

n 


North  Dakota  Heritage  Center  •  612  East  Boulevard  Avenue,  Bismarck,  ND  58505-0830  •  Phone:  701-328-2666  ♦  Fax:  701-328-3710 
Email:  hislsoc@nd.gov  •  Web  site:  httD.//historv.nd.gov  •  TTY:  1-800-366-6888 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
22D  CIVIL  ENGINEER  SQUADRON  (AMC) 
McConnell  air  force  base,  Kansas  67221 


may  0  6  2013 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  Patrick  Zollner 
Deputy  SHPO 

Kansas  State  Historical  Society 
6425  SWe*  Avenue 
Topeka,  KS  66615-1099 


FROM:  22  CES/CC 

53000  Hutchinson  Street,  Suite  5 
McConneU  AFB,  KS  67221 

SUBJECT :  Consultation  on  Determinations  of  Eligibility  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  KS 

1 .  22d  Civil  Engineer  Squadron  (22  CES)  requests  consultation  on  our  determinations  of 
eligibility  for  eight  buildings  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  800.  All  buildings  are  located  in 
Sedgwick  County  KS  at  McConnell  AFB.  These  determinations  were  undertaken  in  order  to 
further  our  compliance  with  the  inventory  and  stewardship  requirement  in  section  1 10  of  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  Our  determinations  are  based  upon  a  survey  conducted  by  a 
Secretary  of  Interior  Qualified  Architectural  Historian.  The  summary  of  findings  is  iMt>vided  in 
attachment  1  to  assist  in  your  consultation.  Additionally,  the  properties  have  been  entered  in  the 
Kansas  Historic  Resource  Inventory  and  the  survey  forms  are  in  attachment  2. 

2.  McConnell  AFB  determined  the  following  eight  buildings  are  not  eligible  for  nomination; 
973, 977, 984, 985, 1094, 1 108,  1 129  and  1 120.  McConnell  AFB  considers  building  1 129  to 
warrant  reevaluation  under  section  1 10  in  2016. 

3.  Please  concur  or  noncur  with  our  determinations. 

4.  The  contact  person  for  this  assessment  is  Tina  Seemayer,  53000  Hutchinson  St,  Ste  5, 
McConnell  AFB  KS  67221,  (316)  759-4445  or  tina.seemayer@mcconnell. af.mil. 


2  Attachments 

1.  Survey  Report 

2.  KHRI  survey  forms 


ITLOSCHINKSEY,/ 
Base  Civil  Engineer 


.1  Col,  USAF 


WE  ANSWER  THE  CAU  OF  OTHERS.. .SO  THEY  MAY  PREVAIL 
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phone:  785-272-8681 
fax:  785-272-8682 
cultural_re50urces@kshs.org 

Kansas  Historical  Society  Sam  Brownback,  Governor 

Jennie  Chinn,  Exeeulive  Director 

May  15,  2013 
Tina  Seemayer 

53000  Hutchinson  St.,  Ste.  109 
McConnell  AFB  KS  67221 


6425  SW  a”  Avenue 
Topeka,  KS  66615 


ansas 


Re;  Determination  of  Eligibility  for  Eight  Buildings,  McConnell  AFB,  Wichita  -  Sedgwick  County 
Dear  Ms.  Seemayer: 

We  have  reviewed  the  materials  received  May  14,  2013  in  aecordance  with  36  CFR  Part  800.  In  reviews  of 
this  nature,  the  SHPO  determines  whether  a  federally  funded,  licensed,  or  permitted  project  will  adversely 
affect  properties  that  are  listed  or  determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
The  SHPO  concurs  with  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  that  the  following  buildings  are  not  eligible  for 
listing  in  the  National  Register:  973,  977,  985,  1094,  1108,  1129,  and  1 120.  We  also  concur  that  Building 
1 129  may  warrant  further  consideration  under  Section  1 10  when  it  reaches  50  years  of  age. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  proposal.  Please  refer  to  the  Kansas  State 
Review  &  Compliance  number  (KSR&C#)  listed  above  on  any  future  correspondenee.  Please  submit  any 
comments  or  questions  regarding  this  review  to  Kim  Gant  at  785-272-8681,  ext.  225  or  kgant(gkshs.org. 

Sineerely, 


Jennie  Chinn 
S 


ation  Officer 


Patrick  ZoU; 

Director,  Cultural  Resources  Division 
Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
22D  CIVIL  ENGINEER  SQUADRON  (AMC) 
McConnell  air  force  base,  Kansas  67221 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  Patrick  Zollner  /O 

Deputy  SHPO 

Kansas  State  Historical  Society 
6425  SW  6*  Avenue 
Topeka,  KS  66615-1099 

FROM:  22  CES/CC 

53000  Hutchinson  Street,  Suite  5 
McConnell  AFB,  KS  67221 

SUBJECT:  Consultation  on  POTENTIAL  KC-46A  UNDERTAKINGS  at  McConnell  Air 
Force  Base,  KS 

1 .  22d  Civil  Engineer  Squadron  (22  CES)  requests  consultation  on  undertakings  related  to  the 
potential  beddown  of  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  800.  McConnell  AFB 
is  a  proposed  location  for  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB)  or  a  Formal  Training  Unit 
(FTU).  McConnell  AFB  could  receive  one  undertaking  or  neither  undertaking,  but  not  both. 

The  Air  Force  identified  McConnell  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB.  The  proposed 
MOB  project  bases  36  KC-46A  aircraft.  The  FTU  project  bases  8  KC-46A  aircraft.  McConnell 
currently  has  over  60  KC-135  tankers.  Basing  the  aircraft  at  McConnell  requires  the 
construction  and  renovation  of  facilities  to  accommodate  the  new  personnel  and  aircraft 
associated  with  the  mission.  The  timeframe  for  this  undertaking  is  2014-2015,  however  planning 
is  currently  imderway.  McConnell  has  determined  an  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  and 
completed  an  inventory  of  historic  properties  within  the  APE  per  36CFR800.4.  Our  findings  are 
below.  Attachments  1-4  are  provided  to  assist  in  your  consultation  efforts  and  include: 

•  Descriptions  and  locations  of  the  KC-46A  undertakings  (APE) 

•  Descriptions  of  affected  historic  properties,  including  information  on  the  characteristics 
qualifying  them  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

•  Inventory  of  historic  properties  and  the  undertakings'potential  effects  on  these  historic 
properties 

2.  McConnell  proposes  the  APE  for  these  undertakings  is  limited  to  the  footprint  of  potential 
construction  activities,  indicated  on  the  attached  maps.  Our  rationale  is  the  KC-46A  will  operate 
in  existing  airspace  and  the  types  of  flight  operations  will  mirror  historical  KC-135  operations. 
Air  refueling  operations  typically  occur  at  elevations  greater  than  1 4,000  feet  above  ground 
level.  Operations  in  the  vicinity  of  McConnell  AFB  will  consist  of  aircraft  operations  similar  to 
the  KC-135  mission.  These  include  take  offs,  landings  and  flying  patterns  in  the  local  airspace  at 
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McConnell  AFB.  Preliminary  analysis  indicates  noise  levels  from  these  operations  will  be 
similar  to  noise  levels  associated  with  the  KC-135  mission.  Therefore,  the  APE  for  potential 
historical  building  evaluations  does  not  consider  airspace  or  the  environment  outside  of  the 
construction  related  footprints  described  in  the  attachments. 

3.  The  two  NRHP  buildings  in  the  APE  are  1218  and  1106.  We  propose  the  FTU  under-taking 
as  currently  envisioned  has  no  adverse  impact.  The  MOB  undertaking  as  currently  envisioned 
likely  has  an  adverse  effect  on  Building  1106.  Design  details  on  121  $  are  not  yet  available  as  the 
planning  stage  is  just  beginning.  Therefore,  a  comprehensive  determination  in  regards  to  36 
CFR  800.5  cannot  be  offered  at  this  time.  We  will  continue  our  communications  with  you  on 
regarding  36  CFR  800.5  and  36  CFR  800.6  requirements. 

4.  We  request  your  concmrence  on  our  determination  of  the  APE  and  the  adequacy  of  historic 
properties  inventory  in  the  APE. 

5.  The  contact  person  for  this  assessment  is  Tina  Seemayer,  53000  Hutchinson  St,  Ste  5, 
McConnell  AFB  KS  67221,  (316)  759-4445  ortina.seemayer(^mcconneII.af.niil. 


4  Attachments 

1.  MOB  locations  and  APB 

2.  FTU  locations  and  APE 

3.  MOB  and  FTU  projects 

4.  Adverse  effects  considerations 


J^N  J.itfSCHINKSEY,  Lt  Col/ 
Base  Civil  Engineer 


SAP 


WE  ANSWER  THE  CALL  OF  OTHERS.. .SO  THEY  MAY  PREVAIL 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (PTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  I ) 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  ! ) 
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Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  Beddown  at  McConnell  AFB 


Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  Beddown  at  McConnell  AFB 
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Fiicilities  :ind  Infrastructure  Projects 
KC-46A  MOB  1  Beddown 


Proicct 

Status 

Year  Constructed  i 

Demolition 

Building  973 

Not  Eligible* 

1970 

Building  977 

Not  Eligible* 

1977  ' 

Building  978 

Nut  Eligible  KSR&C  11-08- 
153/12-03-114 

1974  1 

Building  984 

Not  Eligible* 

1988  ! 

Building  985 

Not  Eligible* 

1987 

Building  1 101 

Not  Eligible" 

1991 

'Building  1102 

Not  Eligible  KSK&C  10-06-094 

1987 

Building  1 106 

Eligible 

1954  j 

Building  1 1 10 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  11-05- 
012/1 1-08-153 

1952  ' 

Building  1122 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  1 1-08-153 

1958  1 

.Renovation 

- 1 

Building  1 108  Air  Transportable  Gallev'Latrine  /Seat  Pallet  Facilitv 

Not  Eligible* 

1966 

Building  1094. 2/3  Weapon  Svstem  Trainer  and  2  Boom  Operator  Trainer 

Not  Eliiiblc’ 

1988  ; 

Building  1 129:  Composite  Shop 

Not  Eligible* 

1966 

Building  840,  Squadron  Operations'Aircrew  Flight  Equipment 

Not  Eliitiblc* 

2003 

Building  1183.  Squadron  Operations  Aircrew  Flight  Equipment 

Not  Eliitiblc” 

1998 

Building  1 185,  Squadron  Operations 

Not  Eligible" 

2001 

Building  1 186,  Squadron  Opcratiun&'Aircrew  Flight  Equipment 

Not  Eligible" 

1999 

Building  850.  AFRC  Wing  Headquarters 

Not  Eligible” 

1998 

Building  1218,  Operations  Croup  Headquarters 

Eligible 

1942 

Building  1 107,  Alternate  Mission  Equipment/Aircrah  Maintenance 

Eligible 

1954  ^ 

Building  1 108,  Fleet  Services 

Not  Eligible* 

1966 

Taxiwav  D  Repair 

NA 

NA 

Taxiwav  F  Repair 

NA 

NA 

Apron  Fill-In 

NA 

NA 

Roads  and  Parking  Upgrades 

NA 

NA 

Additions/Allcratiuns 

Building  1092,  1  Weapon  Svstem  Trainer  and  1  Boom  Operator  Trainer 

Not  Eliitiblc” 

2000 

Building  1220,  Mobility  Bag  Storage  Addition 

Not  Eliitiblc" 

1988 

Building  852,  Maintenance  Training  Facilitv 

Not  Eligible” 

1987 

Apron  Fuels  Hvdrant  Upgrade 

NA 

NA 

New  Construction 

Fuel  Cell/Corrosion  Control  Hangar  (2'bay) 

NA 

NA 

General  Maintenance  Hangar  (3*bay)+  (l-bay);  Maintenance  Shops.  E/E 

Shop 

NA 

NA 

Fuselage  Trainer  Facility 

NA 

NA  1 

Dormitory 

NA 

NA  1 

■'  Pending  SHPO  confirmation  of  recent  Section  1 10  consiillalion 

*  Sot  Eligible  based  on  the  recent  construction  dates  and  the  lack  of  signiftcanl  cultural  context 
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Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects 
KC-46A  FTl'  Beddown 


Proicct 

■  Status 

Year  Constructed  , 

Demolition 

Building  977- 

Not  Eligible* 

1977 

Building  978 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  11-08-153  and  12-03-114 

1974 

Building  984 

Not  Eligible* 

1988 

Building  985 

Not  Eligible* 

1987 

Building  1 1 10 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  1 1-05-012  and  1 1-08-153 

1952 

Building  1122 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  1 1-08-153 

1958 

Renovation 

Airficld-^Runwav  Taxiwav  D  and  F  Repair 

NA 

NA 

Parking  Ramp  Apron  Type  III  Fuel  Hydrant  Svstem  Upgrade 

NA 

NA 

Building  840.  Squadron  Operations  &  Aircrew  Flight 

Equipment 

Not  Eligible^ 

2003 

New  Construction 

Fuel  Cell  and  Corrosion  Control  Maintenance  1  langar  (2-bay) 
AircrafI  Maintenance  Unit  .'Maintenance  Back  Shuns 

NA 

NA 

Fuselage  Trainer  Facility 

NA 

NA 

Flight  Training  Center 

NA 

NA 

Additions/Alleraiiuns 

Building  1 129,  Compusite  Repair  Facility  (Back  Shops) 

Not  Eligible* 

1966  1 

Building  1 1 70.  Director  of  Maintenance  OlTice 

Not  Eligible" 

1988  1 

*  Pending  SHPO  confirmation  of  recent  Section  1 10  consultation 

*  Not  Eligible  based  on  the  recent  cunstriictiun  dates  and  the  lack  of  significant  cultunil  context 
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ATTACHMENT  4 

Historic  Characteristics  •  Building  1106  and  1218  are  both  in  the  KHRl.  They  are  numbers  173-123S7  and  173- 
11382,  respectively.  Information  is  also  available  in  the  McConnell  2004 ICRMP  which  was  coordinated  with  SHPO. 

Building  1107  -  Double-Cantilevered  Medium  Bomber  Hangar 

Earliest  surviving  example  (with  Bldg  1106}  of  this  hangar  type 

Exterior  as  shown  on  Plan  39-01-44 

Space  to  service  two  B-29s,  two  B-50s  or  one  B-36 

Characteristic  interior  braced  steel  truss  system 

Multi-paneled  sliding  hangar  doors 

Flat  exterior  roof,  arched  interior  cross-section 

Enameled  steel  exterior 

Windows 

Round  door  pockets 
Shallow-gable  roof 
Roof  structure 

Openness  of  interior  space  In  har^ar 
CMU  Office  space 

Building  1218-Kansas  National  Guard  Armory  and  Hanger  -  Armory  Portion 

"Kansas  National  Guard"  bas  relief  and  associated  stonework  around  the  main  entrance 

Flat,  parapet  roof 

Stylized  carved  stone  medallions 

Stylized  carved  stone  parapet  trim 

Stylized  stone  coping  along  roofline 

Oown^uts 

Exterior  brickwork  and  limestone  (material,  design,  and  color) 

Multi-paned  fixed  steel  windows  on  hangar 
Stone  windowsills 
Retractable  doors  on  hangar 
Shallow  gable  roof  on  hangar 

Interior  glazed  tile  (treated  in  a  reversible  manner  and  treatment  should  continue) 

Original  doors  and  wood  trim 

Double-loaded  corridors  and  circulation  inciuding  stairs  (concrete  work  and  woodwork) 

Any  remaining  original  baseboards  or  trim 
Parachute  area 

Building  1218-Kansas  National  Guard  Armory  and  Hanger  -  Hangar  Portion 
Stylized  carved  stone  medallions 
Stylized  carved  stone  parapet  trim 
Masonry  and  brickwork  (material,  design,  and  color) 

Multi-paned  combination  fixed  windows 
Multi-paned  cantilevered  sectional  sliding  hangar  doors 
Definitive  brick  pilasters  between  windows  on  west  elevation 
Stone  sills 


renovations  are  anticipated  to  include  removal  of  non-load  bearing  walls  and  construction  of  new  walls  or 
partitions  to  reconfigure  office  space. 

Hangar  1106 

Four  hangars  (1176, 1166, 1106,  and  1107)  were  evaluated  for  reuse  by  the  KC-46A  mission.  None  of  these 
hangars  were  adequate  for  use  by  the  KC-46A.  Descriptions  of  their  current  use  and  reasons  the  hangars  are  not 
suitable  for  use  by  the  KC-46A  are  described  below. 

•  Hangar  1166:  Currently  the  primary  corrosion  control  and  wash  rack.  This  1-bay  hangar  is  not  sufficient 
for  KC-46A  aircraft  due  to  insufficient  length,  width,  and  height. 

•  Hangar  1107:  Currently  a  4-bay  maintenance  hangar.  Slots  1  and  4  cannot  be  used  for  airaaft 
maintenance  due  to  internal  structures  supporting  an  equivalent  to  4  AMUs.  Slots  2  and  3  are  open  and 
used  for  KC-135  general  maintenance.  Neither  of  the  2  bays  will  support  the  KC-46A  due  to  insufficient 
length  and  tail  height.  Initially  modifications  to  the  hangar  door  were  proposed  for  both  Hangars  1107 
and  1106  to  allow  sufficient  clearance  for  the  KC-46A  tail  wing.  A  structural  analysis  was  conducted  and 
concluded  that  the  hangar  could  not  support  the  required  modifications. 

•  Hangar  1106;  Currently  a  4-bay  maintenance  hangar.  Slots  1  and  2  are  KC-135  nose  docks  and  are  not 
used  due  to  Internal  obstacles.  Slot  3  is  the  current  Isochronal  Inspection  (ISO)  dock;  and  slot  4  is 
available  for  KC-135  maintenance.  None  of  the  4  bays  support  the  KC-46A  due  to  insufficient  bay  length 
and  tail  height. 

•  Hangar  1176N:  Currently  the  primary  fuel  cell;  length  and  height  not  sufficient  for  KC-46A. 

•  Hangar  1176S:  Currently  alt  wash  rack;  length  and  height  not  sufficient  for  KC-46A. 

In  order  to  provide  sufficient  space  for  the  construction  of  three  general  maintenance  hangars.  Hangar  1106  will 
need  to  be  demolished.  During  site  visits  to  the  McConnell  AFB  a  number  of  alternatives  to  the  demolition  of 
Hangar  1106  were  considered.  The  preferred  alternative  was  to  modify  the  hangar  doors  of  1106  to  accommodate 
the  higher  tail  height  of  the  KC-46A  and  to  install  an  addition  or  eyebrow  to  the  hangar  to  accommodate  the 
greater  length  of  the  KC-46A.  A  structural  analysis  of  the  hangar  was  undertaken  by  an  A/E  firm  over  a  period  of  5 
days,  and  they  determined  this  alternative  was  not  feasible.  The  building  structure  could  not  support  the 
proposed  renovations  to  the  facility. 


Proposed  Actions  -  The  FTU  has  no  proposed  actions  involving  historic  properties.  For  the  MOB  undertaking: 

Building  1218  currently  houses  the  Operation  Support  Squadron  for  the  KC-135.  The  KC-46A  Operation  Support 
Squadron  personnel  will  be  housed  in  the  facility.  The  existing  space  within  Building  1218  is  adequate  to  support 
the  new  staff  but  interior  renovations  would  be  required  to  accommodate  a  new  Wing  Command  Suite.  Interior 
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6425  SW  6”  Avenue 
Topeka,  KS  66615 


June  18,2013 


M_014_C_A-R1 

KSR&C  No. 


phone;  785-272-6681 
fax;  785-272-8682 
cuttural_resources@kshs.org 


Kartsas  Historical  Society  Sam  Rrownback.  Governor 

Jennie  Chinn.  Executive  Director 


KaSas 


Tina  Scemayer 

53000  Hutchinson  St.,  Ste.  109 
McConnell  AFB  KS  67221 


Re:  Potential  KC-46  Undertakings  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  -  Sedgwick  County 


Dear  Ms.  Seemayer: 

We  have  reviewed  the  materials  received  June  1 7,  20 1 3  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Part  800.  In  reviews  of 
this  nature,  the  SHPO  determines  whether  a  federally  funded,  licensed,  or  permitted  project  will  adversely 
affect  properties  that  are  listed  or  determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
The  SHPO  concurs  that  the  APE  for  the  undertaking  is  acceptable  and  that  all  historic  properties  have  been 
identified  and  evaluated  appropriately.  We  look  forward  to  forthcr  consultation  on  this  project. 


Thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  proposal.  Please  refer  to  the  Kansas  State 
Review  &  Compliance  number  (KSR&C#)  listed  above  on  any  future  correspondence.  Please  submit  any 
comments  or  questions  regarding  this  review  to  Kim  Gant  at  785-272-8681,  ext.  225  or  kgant@kshs.org. 

Sincerely, 


Jennie  Chinn 

St^  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


Patrick  Zd 
Director,  Cultural  Resources  Division 
Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
22D  CIVIL  ENGINEER  SQUADRON  (AMC) 

McConnell  air  force  base,  Kansas  67221 


Lt  Col  Michael  A.  Freeman 
Commander,  22d  Civil  Engineer  Squadron 
57830  Pittsburgh  Street,  Suite  120 
McConnell  AFB  KS  67221 


Patrick  Zollner 
Deputy  SHPO 

Kansas  State  Historical  Society 
6425  SW  6*  Avenue 
Topeka,  KS  66615-1099 

Dear  Mr.  Zollner, 

In  accordance  with  36  CFR  800,  “Protection  of  Historic  Properties,”  we  are  continuing 
consultation  with  your  office  regarding  the  proposed  KC-46A  undertakings  at  McConnell  Air 
Force  Base.  Refer  to  initial  consultation  letter  from  22  CES/CC,  10  Jun  2013,  subject  line  of 
Consultation  on  potential  KC-46A  undertakings  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  KS  and  your 
reply  KSR&C  13-06-087.  In  this  communication  we  provide  our  assessment  of  adverse  effects 
and  would  like  to  initiate  consultation  to  resolve  adverse  effects  (following  800.5  and  800.6 
respectively).  Documentation  per  36  CFR  §800.1 1  is  provided  in  Attachments  1-3. 

We  applied  the  criteria  of  adverse  effect  and  propose  adverse  effects  are  anticipated  for 
Hangar  1106  and  no  adverse  effects  are  anticipated  for  Hangar  1 107  and  Building  1218.  Your 
concurrence  is  requested  on  this  finding  of  adverse  effects. 

To  resolve  these  adverse  effects,  we  wish  to  begin  consulting  with  you  to  avoid, 
minimize,  or  mitigate  these  effects  via  development  of  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA). 
Specifically,  the  anticipated  demolition  of  Hangar  1 1 06  will  be  of  particular  focus  for  the  MOA, 
but  we  prefer  the  agreement  be  comprehensive  for  all  historic  properties  associated  with  this 
project’s  known  or  potential  adverse  impacts.  By  separate  letter  we  are  notifying  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  of  this  intent  to  consult  (per  800.6(a)(1)).  At  the  earliest 
opportunity,  we  would  appreciate  discussing  with  you  or  your  staff  a  schedule  for  developing  an 
MOA,  consulting  parties  you  may  suggest  for  consultation  in  producing  an  MOA,  and  how 
information  is  to  be  provided  to  the  public.  We  look  forward  to  exploring  creative  mitigation 
approaches. 


WE  ANSWER  THE  CALL  OF  OTHERS.. .SO  THEY  MAY  PREVAIL 
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Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Projects 
KC-46A  MOB  1  Beddow  n 


Project 

Status 

^'ear  Constructed 

Demolition 

Buildintt  973 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1970 

Building  977 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1977 

Building  978 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  11-08- 
153/12-03-114 

1974 

Building  984 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1988 

Building  985 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1987 

Building  1  lOI 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  11-08-153 

1991 

Building  1 102 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  10-06-094 

1987 

Building  1 106 

Eligible 

1954 

Building  1 1 10 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  11-05- 
0I2/U-08-153 

1952 

Building  1122 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  1 1-08-153 

1958 

Renovation 

Building  1 108  Air  Franspurtablc  Gallcv/Lairinc  /Scat  Pallet  Kacilitv 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1966 

Building  1094.  2/3  U’capon  Ss  siein  Trainer  and  2  Boom  Operator  Trainer 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1988 

Building  1 129;  Composite  Shop 

Not  Eligible"  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1966 

Building  840,  Squadron  Operaiions/Aircrevv  Flight  Equipment 

Not  Eligible" 

2003 

Building  1 183.  Squadron  Operations/Aircrew  Flight  Equipment 

Nol  Eligible" 

1998 

Building  1 185,  Squadron  Operations 

Not  Eligible" 

2001 

Building  1 186,  Squadron  Uperaiions/Aircrcw  Plight  Equipment 

Not  Eligible" 

1999 

Building  850.  AFRC  Wing  1  leudquarters 

Not  Eligible" 

1998 

Building  1218,  Operations  Group  Headquarters 

Eligible 

1942 

Building  1 107,  Alternate  Mission  Equipmcnt/Aircrall  Maintenance 

Eligible 

1954 

Building  1 108,  Fleet  Services 

Nol  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1966 

Taxiwav  D  Repair 

NA 

NA 

Taxiwav  F  Repair 

NA 

NA 

Apron  Fill-In 

NA 

NA 

Roads  and  Parking  Upgrades 

NA 

NA  1 

Additions/Altcratlons 

Building  1092.  i  Weapon  Svilem  Trainer  and  1  Boom  Operator  Trainer 

Not  Eligible'' 

2000 

Building  1220,  Mobility  Bag  Storage  Addition 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1988 

Building  852.  Maintenance  Training  Facility 

Not  Eligible" 

1987 

Apron  Fuels  Hydrant  Upgrade 

NA 

NA 

New  Construction 

Fuel  Cell/Corrosion  Control  1  langar  (2-ba\ ) 

NA 

NA 

General  Maintenance  Hangar  (3-bay>-'-  (1-bay);  Maintenance  Shops.  E/E 

Shop 

NA 

NA 

Fuselage  Trainer  Facility 

NA 

NA 

Dormitory 

NA 

NA 

’‘Reraluation  to  occur  in  2016 

"  Not  Eligible  based  on  the  recent  construction  dales  and  the  lack  of  significant  cultural  context 
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Proposed  Demolition  of  Building  1106,  Renovations  to  Buildings  1218  and 
Building  1107  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

To  meet  36  CFR  800.11  requirements,  information  is  provided  below  on  the  proposed 
demolition  of  Building  1106  and  renovations  to  Buildings  1218  and  1 107  at  McConnell  AFB  as 
part  of  the  KC-46A  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  mission.  Each  building  description 
includes  the  location,  condition,  and  historical  context/significance  of  the  structure.  The  action 
proposed  for  each  building  is  described,  along  with  the  U.S.  Air  Force’s  (USAF’s)  determination 
of  effect,  and  the  alternatives  evaluated  as  part  of  the  USAF’s  planning  and  design  process. 

Building  1106  (Kansas  Historic  Resources  Inventory  |KHR1|  Number  173-12357) 

Location.  Building  1106  is  located  on 
the  east  side  of  the  runway,  at  the  north 
end  of  the  ramp.  It  is  parallel  to 
Building  1107  and  perpendicular  to 
Building  1 176. 

Description.  This  large  aircraft  hangar 
has  a  front-gable,  standing-seam  metal 
roof  and  vertical  metal  siding.  The  north 
and  south  elevations  have  multiple  tall, 
metal,  retractable  hangar  doors.  The 
door  pockets  at  the  east  and  west  ends  of 
each  fa9ade  contain  the  doors  when  they 
are  fully  open.  These  pockets  are  set  beyond  the  east  and  west  walls  so  when  the  doors  are  open, 
the  entire  north  and  south  facades  are  open  the  full  length  of  the  building.  The  hangar  doore 
have  rectangular  openings  at  the  top  and  bottom  of  each  door.  Translucent  fiberglass  panels  fill 
the  openings.  Two  pairs  of  hangar  doors  contain  round  openings  to  hug  the  nose  or  tail  of  an 
aircr^  which  does  not  completely  fit  inside  the  hangar.  The  interior  floors  are  concrete,  and  the 
roof  is  supported  by  metal  trusses.  A  large,  concrete  pavilion  at  the  center  of  the  hangar  supports 
the  double  cantilever  roof  trusses. 

In  1952,  Wilson  et  al.  adapted  Plan  39-01-44  (double  cantilever)  for  this  building.  This  plan 
refers  to  the  steel  structural  system  and  not  to  the  doors.  This  was  the  third  or  fourth  of  eight 
versions  of  the  double  cantilever  design  used  fixim  1952  to  1957.  The  steel  trusses  cantilever 
from  a  central  core.  The  hangar  was  completed  in  March  1954.  The  removable  metal  panels  are 
original  to  the  1954  design,  before  the  B-IB  and  KC-135  aircraft  arrived  at  McConnell  AFB. 

This  hangar  originally  accommodated  four  B-47  aircraft,  was  subsequently  used  to  accommodate 
three  B-IB  aircraft,  and  currently  houses  one  KC-135  Stratotanker.  Modifications  to  this  facility 
include  corrugated  metal  sides,  metal  hangar  doors,  and  a  standing-seam  metal  roof.  The  interior 
has  been  renovated  and  or  rehabilitated  several  times  in  the  1980s  and  1990s  through  the 
addition  of  cubicle  spaces.  The  open  aircraft  maintenance  space  remains  largely  unaltered  and 
the  cantilevered  trusses  remain  visible.  The  character-defining  features  of  this  hangar  are: 
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•  Double-cantilevered  medium  bomber  hangar 

•  Earliest  surviving  example  (with  Building  1 1 07)  of  this  hangar  type  on  base 

•  Exterior  as  shown  on  Plan  39-0 1  -44 

•  Space  to  service  two  B-29s,  two  B-50s,  or  one  B-36 

•  Characteristic  interior-braced  steel  truss  system 

•  Multi-paneled  sliding  hangar  doors 

•  Flat  exterior  roof,  arched  interior  cross-section 

•  Enameled  steel  exterior 

•  Windows 

•  Round  door  pockets 

•  Shallow-gable  roof 

•  Roof  structure 

•  Openness  of  interior  space  in  hangar 

•  CMU  Office  space 

Condition.  Building  1 106  is  in  good  condition  for  its  current  use. 

Context/Significance.  Building  1106  is  nationally  significant,  and  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  under  NRHP  Criterion  A  (MILITARY)  for  its 
association  with  the  history  of  the  USAF  and  the  development  of  McConnell  AFB  as  the  primary 
training  facility  for  the  newly  designed  B-47  bomber  aircraft,  which  was  assembled  at  the 
adjacent  Boeing  Company  plant.  This  building  is  also  significant  under  Criterion  C 
(ARCHITECTURE)  as  an  excellent  example  of  the  double-cantilever  medium  bomber  hangar. 

Along  with  its  twin.  Building  1107,  Building  1106  retains  integrity  of  location,  design,  setting, 
workmanship,  materials,  feeling,  and  association,  and  clearly  illustrates  the  property  type  and 
period  of  construction. 

Proposed  Action.  Demolition. 

Determination  of  Effect.  Demolition  of  this  NRHP-eligible  building  would  be  considered  an 
adverse  effect. 

Consideration  of  Alternatives  and  Justification  for  Selection  of  Building  1106  for 
Demolition.  During  the  site  visit  to  McConnell  AFB,  a  number  of  alternatives  to  the  demolition 
of  Building  1106  were  considered.  Some  of  these  alternatives  included  evaluating  the  use  of 
other  buildings  for  the  new  aircraft  and  the  evaluation  of  alternative  siting  locations  as  described 
below. 

The  USAF  evaluated  four  hangars  (1106,  1107,  1166,  and  1176)  for  reuse  by  the  KC-46A 
mission.  The  MOB  1  scenario  requires  four  general  maintenance  hangars  for  use  by  the  KC-46A 
aircraft.  The  USAF  determined  a  three-bay  hangar  must  be  constructed  in  the  limited  area  of 
ramp  space  where  Buildings  1106  and  1107  are  currently  situated.  The  new  proposed  hangar 
must  accommodate  three  KC-46A  aircraft  side-by-side.  Hangars  1 106  and  1 107  do  not  meet  the 
requirement  to  accommodate  three  KC-46A  aircraft.  Initial  engineering  analysis  determined  the 
use  of  either  or  both  hangars  would  require  extensive  structural  modifications. 
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The  USAF  considered  the  following  methods  to  accommodate  the  KC-46A  aircraft  in  existing 
hangars,  as  well  as  alternative  site  locations.  The  USAF  determined  the  demolition  of  Building 
1106  is  essential  for  the  construction  of  new  hangars  to  support  the  KC-46A  mission  and  the 
alternatives  described  below  would  not  accommodate  the  requirements  of  the  new  mission. 

•  Modify  Building  1106.  This  hangar  is  currently  a  four-bay  maintenance  hangar,  Spots  1 
and  2  are  KC-135  nose  docks  and  are  not  used  due  to  internal  obstacles.  Spot  3  is  Ote 
current  Isochronal  Inspection  (ISO)  dock;  and  Spot  4  is  available  for  KC-13S 
maintenance.  None  of  the  four  bays  is  cq>able  of  supporting  the  KC-46A  due  to 
insufficient  bay  length  and  tail  hei^t.  One  alternative  considered  was  to  install  an 
addition  or  eyebrow  with  new,  taller  doors  to  accommodate  the  length  of  the  KC-46A 
aircraft.  However,  modifications  to  meet  the  structural  load  requirements  would  entail 
replacement  of  many  or  most  of  the  trusses  and  possibly  many  of  the  support  columns 
(character-defining  features  of  this  building  type).  This  work  would  result  in  the  hangar 
only  accommodating  two  KC46A  aircraft,  one  fi-om  each  side,  due  to  clearance  issues. 

o  Modifications  to  the  hangar  with  a  new  extension  or  eyebrow  to  allow  sufficient 
clearance  for  the  KC-46A  tail  rudder  cannot  be  accomplished  without  reinforcing 
the  structural  integrity  of  the  buildup  substantially.  A  structural  analysis 
conducted  by  the  USAF  concluded  the  hangar  could  not  support  the  required 
modifications.  Deficiencies  included  a  high  risk  of  structural  failure  under  snow 
loads  caused  by  drifting  against  the  proposed  higher  addition;  other  loads  (such  as 
those  associated  with  cranes,  mezzanine,  fire  protection,  and  new  roofing)  would 
further  increase  the  risk. 

o  The  hangar,  as  it  exists,  is  not  wide  enough  to  accommodate  two  KC-46A  parked 
side-by-side  with  the  required  clearance. 

o  Other  modifications  would  be  required,  including  modifications  to  the  existing 
hangar  bay  floor  to  accommodate  die  KC-46A  jacl^g  points. 

o  Other  issues  include  uncertain  outcome  of  extensive  structural  evaluafion  to 
determine  structural  feasibility  of  making  any  other  changes;  abatement  activities 
required  for  modification;  condition  of  the  structure  in  relation  to  required  future 
modifications;  and  questions  regarding  the  underpinning  of  some  of  the  existing 
footings. 

•  Modify  Building  1107.  This  building  is  also  a  four-bay  maintenance  hangar.  Spots  1  and 
4  cannot  be  used  for  aircraft  maintenance  due  to  internal  structures  supporting  an 
equivalent  to  four  aircraft  maintenance  units  (AMUs).  Spots  2  and  3  are  open  and  are 
used  for  KC-135  general  maintenance.  Neither  of  the  two  bays  will  support  Ae  KC-46A 
due  to  insufficient  length  and  tail  rudder  height.  Initially,  modifications  to  the  hangar 
doors  were  proposed  to  allow  sufficient  clearance  for  the  KC-46A  tail  rudder.  A 
structural  analysis  was  conducted  and  concluded  the  hangar  could  not  support  the 
required  modifications. 

•  Modify  Building  1 166.  This  building  serves  as  the  primary  corrosion  control  and  wash 
rack  hangar.  This  one-bay  hangar  is  not  sufficient  for  KC-46A  aircraft  due  to  insufficient 
length,  width,  and  height. 

•  Modify  Building  1176N.  This  building  serves  as  the  primary  fuel  cell  hangar.  The 
length  and  height  are  not  sufficient  to  accommodate  KC-46A  aircraft. 

•  Modify  Building  1 176S.  This  building  serves  as  an  alternative  wash  rack.  The  length 
and  height  are  not  sufficient  to  accommodate  KC-46A  aircraft. 
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•  In  an  effort  to  seek  alternatives  to  use  of  the  Building  1106  footprint,  the  team  also 
evaluated  alternative  site  locations  for  the  construction  of  new  hangars.  The  new  hangars 
need  easy  access  to  the  parking  ramp  and/or  runway.  The  area  east  of  the  north  mass 
parking  area  (also  clear  zone)  was  selected  for  the  fuels,  corrosion  control,  and  single 
general  maintenance  hangars.  This  area  had  smaller  and  non-occupied  facilities  that 
could  be  demolished  without  any  adverse  effects.  These  hangar  facilities  will  be 
constructed  as  far  north  on  the  airfield  ramp  as  possible  without  extending  into  the  clear 
zone.  The  three-bay  hangar  needs  to  be  located  close  to  these  hangars  for  efficient 
operations. 

•  Placing  the  new  three-bay  hangar  south  of  Building  1 1 07  would  require  the  demolition  of 
Building  1166  (KC-135  corrosion  control),  Building  1169  (supply  warehouse, 
transportation  management  office  functions,  mobility  readiness  parts,  outdoor  storage). 
Building  1104  (electrical  power  station),  and  possibly  Building  1108  (alternate  mission 
equipment,  snow/deicing).  Demolition  of  these  facilities  would  generate  a  massive 
movement  of  fimctions  and  people,  new  construction  to  relocate  work  centers,  excessive 
costs,  and  unreasonable  mission  disruption.  Also  these  same  facilities  were  identified  to 
house  new  KC-46A  operations  (air  transportable  galley/latrine/seat  pallet  facility,  fleet 
servicing,  logistics  support  representatives,  Boeing  supply  area,  aircrafts  part  store, 
vertical  storage).  Their  demolition  would  require  new  construction  on  base,  close  to  the 
ramp  to  satisfy  the  requirement. 

•  Moving  further  south  would  also  require  a  series  of  costly  facility  demolitions  and 
functions’  relocations  to  include  Building  1185,  which  is  scheduled  to  be  the  Squadron 
Operations  facility  for  the  first  Total  Force  Integration  KC-46A  squadron  at  McConnell 
AFB.  The  construction  of  the  fuel,  corrosion,  and  single  general  maintenance  hangars  on 
the  northeast  side  of  the  ramp  leaves  no  other  room  for  the  new  three-bay  hangar. 

Building  1218,  Kansas  National  Guard  Armory  and  Hangar  (KHRI  inventoiy'  #  173-11382) 

Location.  Building  1218  is 
centrally  located  along  the  east 
side  of  the  runway.  This  building 
was  constructed  in  1942  and  has 
two  components.  The  larger 
component  on  the  west  side  is  the 
hangar  and  the  smaller  component 
on  the  east  side  is  the  armory. 

Description.  The  armory 
component  of  Building  1218  is  a 
two-story  structure  with  a  central 
courtyard  along  the  west  wall  of 
the  hangar.  The  east  elevation  is 
stone  entryway  containing  double 
doors.  Above  the  doorway  is  a  large  window,  over  which  is  carved  “Kansas  National  Guard 
Armory.”  Both  the  north  and  south  elevations  have  two  rows  of  windows.  Between  the 
windows,  the  building’s  blond  brickwork  is  accented  with  five  string  courses  of  darker  brick. 
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The  hangar  is  a  one-story,  steel-frame  structure  with  steel  sash  windows  and  masonry  faced  with 
blond  brick.  It  exhibits  Art  Deco  elements  such  as  recessed  windows  arranged  in  vertical 
patterns,  horizontal  banding,  stylized  low-relief  stone  medallions,  and  relief  stone  parapet  trim. 
The  hangar  component  of  ihe  building  has  a  shallow-pitched  gable  roof  and  a  brick  chimney  is 
situated  along  the  wall  adjoining  the  armory.  Both  the  north  and  south  elevations  of  the  hangar 
component  of  Building  1218  have  steel  and  glass  straight  sliding  hangar  doors  that  retract  into 
pockets  on  either  side  of  the  door  openings.  The  character-defining  features  of  the  armory 
component  of  Building  1218  are: 

•  “Kansas  National  Guard’’  base  relief  and  associated  stonework  around  the  main  entrance 

•  Flat,  parapet  roof 

•  Stylized  carved  stone  medallions 

•  Stylized  carved  stone  parapet  trim 

•  Stylized  stone  coping  along  roofline 

•  Downspouts 

•  Exterior  brickwork  and  limestone  (material,  design,  and  color) 

•  Multi-paned  fixed  steel  windows  on  hangar 

•  Stone  window  sills 

•  Retractable  doors  on  hangar 

•  Shallow  gable  roof  on  hangar 

•  Interior  glazed  tile  (treated  in  a  reversible  manner;  treatment  should  continue) 

•  Original  doors  and  wood  trim 

•  Double-loaded  corridors  and  circulation,  including  stairs  (concrete  work  and  woodwork) 

•  Any  remaining  original  baseboards  or  trim 

•  Parachute  area 

The  character-defining  features  of  the  hangar  component  of  Building  1218  are: 

•  Stylized  carved  stone  medallions 

•  Stylized  carved  stone  parapet  trim 

•  Masonry  and  brickwork  (material,  design,  and  color) 

•  Multi-paned  combination  fixed  windows 

•  Multi-paned  cantilevered  sectional  sliding  hangar  doors 

•  Definitive  brick  pilasters  between  windows  on  west  elevation 

•  Stone  sills 

Condition.  Except  for  replacement  of  the  original,  double-hung  windows  on  the  armory 
component  and  replacement  of  the  roof  on  the  hangar  component,  modifications  to  the  exterior 
of  Building  1218  have  been  minor.  As  a  result,  both  the  armory  and  the  hangar  components  of 
Building  1218  retain  a  high  degree  of  architectural  integrity.  The  interior  modifications  are  for 
the  most  part  reversible. 

Context/Significance.  During  World  War  11,  the  aviation  component  of  the  Kansas  National 
Guard  re-designated  as  KANG)  operated  out  of  the  Wichita  Municipal  Airport.  Although 
the  KANG  armory  and  hangar  were  constructed  in  1942,  World  War  II  activities  intervened,  and 
the  buildings  were  not  occupied  by  the  KANG  until  1947.  Other  tenants  (military  and  civilian) 
utilized  the  armory  and  hangar  between  1942  and  1947.  After  World  War  II,  the  airport 
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gradually  shifted  from  commercial  to  military  purposes.  In  1953,  the  City  of  Wichita  formally 
sold  the  airfield  and  its  buildings  to  the  USAF.  Building  1218  is  historically  significant  for  its 
association  with  the  early  presence  of  the  KANG  in  the  City  of  Wichita  and  with  the  growth  and 
development  of  the  Wichita  Municipal  Airport;  for  the  transition  of  the  building  from  civilian  to 
military  aviation  use  (De  Vore  and  Ruhl  1995);  for  the  use  of  stylized  Art  Deco  architectural 
elements;  and  for  its  high  degree  of  architectural  integrity.  Thus,  Building  1218  has  been 
determined  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP  under  both  Criteria  A  (MILITARY)  and 
Criteria  C  (ARCHITECTURE). 

Proposed  Action.  Building  1218  currently  houses  the  Operation  Support  Squadron  for  the  KC- 
135.  As  part  of  the  proposed  MOB  1  mission,  the  KC-46A  Operations  Group  staff  will  be 
housed  in  this  facility.  The  existing  space  within  Building  1218  is  adequate  to  support  the  new 
staff;  however,  minor,  and  reversible,  interior  renovations  would  be  required  to  accommodate 
new  Group  Command  Suites.  Interior  renovations  are  primarily  wall  finishes  within  the  existing 
offices. 

Determination  of  Effect.  Because  the  modifications  to  the  interior  of  Building  1218  would  be 
reversible,  the  undertaking  would  be  an  effect  but  not  an  adverse  effect.  The  character-defining 
elements  of  the  facility’s  interior  are  preserved  with  office  finishes  that  are  reversible.  The  three 
long  historic  corridors,  doorways,  and  stairwells  will  remain  intact  with  only  the  wall  finishes  of 
interior  office  spaces  being  changed.  The  historical  characteristics  of  this  building  to  include  the 
historic  hallways,  doorways,  and  stairwells  will  be  preserved.  If  required,  the  doors  will  be 
appropriately  blocked  instead  of  removed. 

Consideration  of  Alternatives  and  Justification  for  Selection  of  Building  1218  for 
Renovation.  Building  1218  is  currently  being  used  to  house  the  Operations  Support  Squadron 
command  staff.  In  order  to  keep  the  same  type  of  functionality,  the  Operations  Group  command 
staff  with  a  Reserve  Association  for  Total  Force  Integration  is  to  be  housed  in  Building  1218. 
The  Operations  Support  Squadron  will  be  relocated  to  Building  1186  to  be  closer  to  the  other 
operational  flying  squadrons. 

Building  1107  (KHRI  #  173-12358) 

Location.  Building  1107  is  located  on  the 
east  side  of  the  runway,  at  the  north  end  of 
the  ramp.  It  is  parallel  to  Building  1106 
and  perpendicular  to  Building  1176  (the 
latter  also  slated  for  demolition  under  the 
proposed  action). 

Description.  This  hangar  is  identical  to 
Building  1 106.  Refer  to  the  description  of 
Building  1106  for  details  regarding  this  hangar.  In  1961,  this  hangar  was  modified  as  a  shop, 
missile  assembly,  and  maintenance  decontamination  facility.  By  1971,  the  interior  was 
renovated  with  multiple  partitions  and  was  again  renovated  and/or  rehabilitated  several  times  in 
the  1980s  and  1990s.  The  open  aircraft  maintenance  space  remains  largely  unaltered,  and  the 
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cantilevered  trusses  remain  visible.  The  character-defining  features  of  this  hangar  are  identical 
to  those  of  Building  1106.  Refer  to  the  Building  1106  description  for  the  character-defining 
features  of  this  hangar. 

Condition.  Building  1 1 07  is  in  good  condition  for  its  current  use. 

Context/Significance.  Building  1107  is  nationally  significant  and  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
NRHP  under  Criterion  A  (MILITARY)  for  its  association  with  the  history  of  the  USAF  and  the 
development  of  McConnell  AFB  as  the  primary  training  facility  for  the  newly  designed  B-47 
bomber  aircraft,  which  was  produced  at  the  adjacent  Boeing  Company  plant.  It  is  also 
significant  under  Criterion  C  (ARCHITECTURE)  as  an  excellent  example  of  the  double¬ 
cantilever  medium  bomber  hangar.  This  building,  along  with  its  twin.  Building  1 106,  retains 
integrity  of  location,  design,  setting,  workmanship,  materials,  feeling,  and  association,  and 
clearly  illustrates  the  property  type  and  period  of  constmction. 

Proposed  Action.  The  proposed  action  includes  installation  of  a  telephone  system,  and  fiber 
optics  with  data  drops  and  ports  for  CAT  3  and  5  cabling  in  the  northeast  comer  of  the  hangar. 

Determination  of  Effect.  Modifications  to  the  interior  of  Building  1 107  would  be  considered  an 
effect  but  not  an  adverse  effect. 

Consideration  of  Alternatives  and  Justification  for  Selection  of  Building  1107  for 
Renovation.  Work  on  Building  1107  is  required  due  to  demolition  of  Building  1106  and  the 
relocation  of  the  Aircraft  Maintenance  Unit  personnel  and  operation  to  Building  1107. 
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plmne:  735-272-8681 
fax:  785-Z72-8682 
cultural  resourcas^kshs.org 


Stim  Bnwib*.-k.  Oovernnt 
Iciniie Chinn.  Fxeeuiive 


Tina  Seemayer 
57830  Pillsburgh.  Suile  130 
McConnell  AFB  KS  67321 
Via  email 


Kansas  llisiorical  Society 

KSR&C  #  13-06-087 
August  26.  2013 


6425  SW  6"'  Avenue 
Topeka.  KS  66615 


.A 

Kansas 


Re:  KC-46  Undertakings  ul  McConnell  Air  Force  Biise  -  Sedgwick  County 
Dear  Ms,  Seemayer: 

We  have  reviewed  the  materials  received  August  21.  2013  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Part  800.  In  review.s 
of  this  nature,  the  SHPO  determines  whether  a  federally  funded,  licensed,  or  permitted  project  will 
adversely  affect  properties  that  are  listed  or  determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  Tlic  SHPO  concurs  that  Hangar  1 106  will  be  adversely  affected  and  that  Hangar  1 107  and 
Building  1218  will  not  be  adversely  affected.  We  look  forward  to  further  consultation  on  this  project. 


Thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  proposal.  Please  refer  to  the  Kansas  State 
Review  &  Compliance  number  (KSR&C#)  listed  above  on  any  future  correspondence.  Please  submit  any 
comments  or  questions  regarding  this  review  to  Kim  Gant  at  785-273*8681.  ext.  225  orkgant@kshs.org. 

Sincerely, 


Jennie  Chinn 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


Patrick  Zollner 

Director,  Cultural  Resources  Division 
Deputy  Slate  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
22D  CIVIL  ENGINEER  SQUADRON  (AMC) 
McConnell  air  force  base,  Kansas  6722i 


|M-016_C_A 


Lt  Col  Michael  A.  Freeman 
Commander,  22d  Civil  Engineer  Squadron 
57830  Pittsburgh  Street,  Suite  120 
McConnell  AFB  KS  67221 

Mr.  Reid  Nelson,  Director 

Office  of  Federal  Agency  Programs 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Old  Post  Office  Building 

1 100  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW,  Suite  803 

Washington,  DC  20004 

Dear  Mr.  Nelson 

In  accordance  with  36  CFR  800.6(a)(1),  we  are  notifying  your  office  regarding  an  adverse 
affect  finding  due  to  the  proposed  KC-46A  project’s  impacts  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base, 
Kansas.  This  project’s  title  is  “The  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  Main  Operating  Base  1 
(MOB  1)  for  the  Beddown  of  KC-46A  Tank  Aircraft”  and  information  on  its  associated 
environmental  impact  statement  can  be  seen  at  http://www.kc-46a-beddown.com/index.aspx. 
The  adverse  affect  determination  letter  from  22  CES/CC  to  Kansas  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  is  provided  as  Attachment  1  and  includes  the  documentation  required  by  36  CFR  800. 11 
(e).  Consultation  between  McConnell  AFB  and  Kansas  SHPO  is  ongoing. 

If  the  Council  wishes  to  participate  in  consultation  please  notify  us  within  15  days  of  receipt 
of  this  letter.  If  further  information  is  required,  contact  Ms.  Tina  Seemayer,  57830  Pittsburgh, 
Suite  120,  McConnell  AFB  KS  67221,  tina.scemaver@us.af.mil.  or  (316)  759-4445 


Sincerely 


;EMAN,  Lt  Col,  USAF 


Attachment: 

Adverse  Effect  Determination  Package 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
22D  CIVIL  ENGINEER  SQUADRON  (AMC) 
McConnell  air  force  base,  Kansas  67221 


Lt  Col  Michael  A.  Freeman 
Commander,  22d  Civil  Engineer  Squadron 
57830  Pittsburgh  Street,  Suite  120 
McConnell  AFB  KS  67221 


Patrick  Zollner 
Deputy  SHPO 

Kansas  State  Historical  Society 
6425  SW  6*  Avenue 
Topeka,  KS  66615-1099 

Dear  Mr.  Zollner, 

In  accordance  with  36  CFR  800,  “Protection  of  Historic  Properties,”  we  are  continuing 
consultation  with  your  office  regarding  the  proposed  KC-46A  undertakings  at  McConnell  Air 
Force  Base.  Refer  to  initial  consultation  letter  from  22  CES/CC,  10  Jun  2013,  subject  line  of 
Consultation  on  potential  KC-46A  undertakings  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  KS  and  your 
reply  KSR&C  13-06-087.  In  this  communication  we  provide  our  assessment  of  adverse  effects 
and  would  like  to  initiate  consultation  to  resolve  adverse  effects  (following  800.5  and  800.6 
respectively).  Documentation  per  36  CFR  §800.1 1  is  provided  in  Attachments  1-3. 

We  applied  the  criteria  of  adverse  effect  and  propose  adverse  effects  are  anticipated  for 
Hangar  1106  and  no  adverse  effects  are  anticipated  for  Hangar  1107  and  Building  1218.  Your 
concurrence  is  requested  on  this  finding  of  adverse  effects. 

To  resolve  these  adverse  effects,  we  wish  to  begin  consulting  with  you  to  avoid, 
minimize,  or  mitigate  these  effects  via  development  of  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA). 
Specifically,  the  anticipated  demolition  of  Hangar  1106  will  be  of  particular  focus  for  the  MOA, 
but  we  prefer  the  agreement  be  comprehensive  for  all  historic  properties  associated  with  this 
project’s  known  or  potential  adverse  impacts.  By  separate  letter  we  are  notifying  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  of  this  intent  to  consult  (per  800.6(a)(1)).  At  the  earliest 
opportunity,  we  would  appreciate  discussing  with  you  or  your  staff  a  schedule  for  developing  an 
MOA,  consulting  parties  you  may  suggest  for  consultation  in  producing  an  MOA,  and  how 
information  is  to  be  provided  to  the  public.  We  look  forward  to  exploring  creative  mitigation 
approaches. 


we  ANSWER  THE  CALL  OF  OTHERS.. .SO  THEY  MAY  PREVAIL 


WE  ANSWER  THE  CALL  OF  OTHERS.. .SO  THEY  MAY  PREVAIL 
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For  questions  on  tbis  issue  or  if  further  information  is  required,  please  contact  Tina 
Seemayer,  57830  Pittsburgh,  Suite  120,  McConneU  AFB  KS  67221,  (316)  759-4445  or 
tiiuLseemayer@us.afjnil. 


Sincerely 


MICHAEL  A.  FREEMAN,  Lt  CoL  USAF 
Commander 
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Fucilitics  und  Infrastructure  Projects 
KC-46A  MOB  1  Beddown 


Proposed  Demolition  of  Building  1106,  Renovations  to  Buildings  1218  and 
Building  1107  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 


Project 

Status 

Year  Constructed  1 

Demolition 

- - ! 

Building  973 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-1 12 

1970 

lBuildine977 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1977 

Building  978 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  11-08- 
153/12-03-114 

1974 

Building  984 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-1 12 

1988 

Building  985 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1987 

Building  1 101 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  11-08-153 

1991 

Building  1 102 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  10-06-094 

1987 

Building  1 106 

Eligible 

1954 

Building  1110 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  11-05- 
012/11-08-153 

1952  ; 

Building  1122 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  11-08-153 

1958 

Renovation 

Building  1 108  Air  Transportable  Gnllcs/Latrine  Seat  Pallet  Pacilitv 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1966 

Building  1094,  2/3  Weapon  Svsiem  Trainer  and  2  Boom  Operator  Trainer 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1988 

Building  1 129;  Composite  Sliop 

Not  Eligible*  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1966 

Building  840.  Squadron  Operaiions/Aircrcw  Flight  Equipment 

Not  Eligible" 

2003 

Building  1183.  Squadron  Operaiions/Aircrcw  Flight  Equipment 

NwlUeibi? 

1998 

Building  1 1 85.  Squadron  Operations 

Nol  Elieible" 

2001 

Building  1 1 86.  Squadron  Operations/Aircrew  Flight  Equipment 

Not  Eligible® 

1999 

Building  850.  AFRC  Wing  Headquarters 

Not  Eligible* 

1998 

Building  1218,  Operations  Group  Headquarters 

Eligible 

1942 

Building  1 107.  Alternate  Mission  Equipmcnt/Aircran  Maintenance 

Eligible 

1954 

Building  1 108.  Fleet  Services 

Not  Elieible  KSR&C  13-05-1 12 

1966 

Taxiwav  D  Repair 

NA 

NA 

Taxiwav  F  Repair 

NA 

NA 

Apron  Fill-In 

NA 

NA 

iRoads  and  Parking  Upgrades 

NA 

NA 

Addltions/Altcrntlons 

Building  1092.  1  Weapon  Svstem  Trainer  and  1  Boom  Operator  Trainer 

Not  Eligible” 

2000 

Building  1220.  Mobility  Bag  Storage  Addition 

Not  Eligible  KSR&C  13-05-112 

1988 

Building  852.  Maintenance  Training  Facility 

'  Nol  Eliaiblc’’ 

1987  1 

Apron  Fuels  Hydrant  Upgrade 

NA 

NA  [ 

.New  Construction 

1 

Fuel  Cell/Corrosion  Control  Hangar  (2'bav) 

NA 

NA 

General  Maintenance  Hangar  (3-buy ( 1  -buy);  Maintenance  Shops.  E/B 

Shop 

NA 

NA 

Fuselage  Trainer  Facility 

NA 

NA 

Dormitory 

NA 

NA 

'‘Revaluation  to  occur  in  2016 

*  Not  Eligible  based  on  the  recent  construction  dates  and  the  lack  of  significant  cuitural  context 


To  meet  36  CFR  800.11  requirements,  information  is  provided  below  on  the  proposed 
demolition  of  Building  1 106  and  renovations  to  Buildings  1218  and  1107  at  McConnell  AFB  as 
part  of  the  KC-46A  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  mission.  Each  building  description 
includes  the  location,  condition,  and  historical  context/significance  of  the  structure.  The  action 
proposed  for  each  building  is  described,  along  with  the  U.S.  Air  Force’s  (USAF’s)  determination 
of  effect,  and  the  alternatives  evaluated  as  part  of  the  USAF’s  planning  and  design  process. 

Building  1106  (Kansas  Historic  Resources  Inventory  [KHRI]  Number  173-12357) 

Location.  Building  1106  is  located  on 
the  east  side  of  the  runway,  at  the  north 
end  of  the  ramp.  It  is  parallel  to 
Building  1107  and  perpendicular  to 
Building  1176. 

Description.  This  large  aircraft  hangar 
has  a  &ont-gable,  standing-seam  metal 
roof  and  vertical  metal  siding.  The  north 
and  south  elevations  have  multiple  tall, 
metal,  retractable  hangar  doors.  The 
door  pockets  at  the  east  and  west  ends  of 
each  faqade  contain  the  doors  when  they 
ate  fully  open.  These  pockets  are  set  beyond  the  east  and  west  walls  so  when  the  doors  are  open, 
the  entire  north  and  south  facades  are  open  the  full  length  of  the  building.  The  hangar  doors 
have  rectangular  openings  at  the  top  and  bottom  of  each  door.  Translucent  fiberglass  panels  fill 
the  openings.  Two  pairs  of  hangar  doors  contain  round  openings  to  hug  the  nose  or  tail  of  an 
airctif  which  does  not  completely  fit  inside  the  hangar.  The  interior  floors  are  concrete,  and  the 
roof  is  supported  by  metal  trusses.  A  large,  concrete  pavilion  at  the  center  of  the  hangar  supports 
the  double  cantilever  roof  trusses. 

In  1952,  Wilson  et  al.  adapted  Plan  39-01-44  (double  cantilever)  for  this  building.  This  plan 
refers  to  the  steel  structural  system  and  not  to  the  doors.  This  was  the  third  or  fourth  of  eight 
versions  of  the  double  cantilever  design  used  from  1952  to  1957.  The  steel  trusses  cantilever 
from  a  central  core.  The  hangar  was  completed  in  Match  1954.  The  removable  metal  panels  are 
original  to  the  1954  design,  before  the  B-IB  and  KC-135  aircraft  arrived  at  McConnell  AFB. 
This  hangar  originally  accommodated  four  B-47  aircraft,  was  subsequently  used  to  accommodate 
three  B-IB  aircraft,  and  currently  houses  one  KC-135  Stratotanker.  Modifications  to  this  facility 
include  corrugated  metal  sides,  metal  hangar  doors,  and  a  standing-seam  metal  roof.  The  interior 
has  been  renovated  and  or  rehabilitated  several  times  in  the  1980s  and  1990s  through  the 
addition  of  cubicle  spaces.  The  open  aircraft  maintenance  space  remains  largely  unaltered  and 
the  cantilevered  trusses  remain  visible.  The  character-defining  features  of  this  hangar  are: 
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•  Double-cantileveied  medium  bomber  banger 

•  Earliest  surviving  example  (with  Building  1 107)  ofthis  hangar  type  on  base 

•  Exterior  as  shown  on  Plan  39-01-44 

•  Space  to  service  two  B-29s,  two  B-SOs,  or  one  B-36 

•  Characteristic  interior-braced  steel  truss  system 

•  Multi-paneled  sliding  hangar  doors 

•  Flat  exterior  roof^  arched  interior  cross-section 

■  Enameled  steel  exterior 

•  tX^ndows 

•  Round  door  pockets 

■  Shallow-gable  roof 

•  Roofstructme 

•  Openness  of  interior  space  in  hangar 

•  CMU  0£5ce  space 

Condition.  Building  1 106  is  in  good  condition  for  its  current  use. 

Conteit/Significancc.  Building  1106  is  nationally  significant,  and  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  uttdW  NRHP  Criterion  A  (MELITARY)  for  its 
association  wifo  the  history  of  the  USAF  and  foe  development  of  McCotmell  AFB  as  foe  primary 
training  fiicility  for  the  newly  designed  B-47  bomber  aircraft,  vfoich  was  assembled  at  the 
adjacent  Boei^  Company  plant  This  building  is  also  significarrt  urtder  Criterion  C 
(ARCHITECTURE)  as  an  excellent  example  of  the  double-cantilever  mediirm  bomber  hangar. 
Along  with  its  twirr,  Buildirtg  1 107,  Builfong  1 106  retmrrs  integrity  of  location,  design,  settirrg, 
workmanfoip,  materials,  foelirtg,  and  association,  and  clearly  Ulustrates  the  property  type  and 
period  of  constnrctiorL 

Proposed  Action.  Demolition. 

Determination  of  Effect  Demolition  of  this  NRHP-eligible  building  would  be  considered  an 
adverse  effect 

Consitietration  of  Atternatives  and  Jrrstification  for  Selection  of  Bnilding  1106  for 
DemolUiotL  Ditrtng  foe  site  visit  to  McContrell  AFB,  a  number  of  alternatives  to  fire  demolition 
of  Buildirtg  1106  were  considered.  Some  of  these  alternatives  irrcluded  evaluating  the  use  of 
ofoer  buildings  for  fire  new  aircraft  artd  foe  evaluation  of  alternative  siting  locations  as  described 
below. 

The  USAF  evaluated  four  hangars  (1106,  1107,  1166,  and  1176)  for  reirse  by  foe  KC-46A 
missiott.  The  MOB  1  scenario  requires  four  general  maintenance  baitgats  for  use  by  the  ICC-46A 
aircraft.  The  USAF  determined  a  three-bay  hangar  mrrst  be  corrstiucted  in  foe  limitwl  area  of 
tanq)  space  where  Buildings  1106  and  1107  ate  curterrtly  situated.  The  new  proposed  hangar 
must  accommodate  three  KC-46A  aircraft  side-by-side.  Hangars  1106  and  1 107  do  not  trreet  the 
leqirirBmettt  to  accorrrmodate  three  KC-46A  aircraft.  Initial  engitteering  analysis  determined  the 
use  of  either  or  both  hangars  would  requite  extensive  structural  modifications. 
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The  USAF  considered  the  following  methods  to  accommodate  foe  KC-46A  aircraft  in  existing 
hangars,  as  well  as  altemative  site  locations.  The  USAF  determined  the  dmnolition  of  Building 
1106  is  essential  for  the  construction  of  new  hangars  to  sujqmrt  the  K(^46A  mission  and  foe 
alternatives  described  below  would  not  accommodate  the  requirements  of  the  new  mission. 

•  Modify  Building  1106.  This  hangar  is  currently  a  four-bay  maintenance  hangar;  Spots  I 
and  2  ate  KC-13S  nose  docks  and  are  not  used  due  to  internal  obstacles.  Spot  3  is  file 
current  Isochronal  Inspection  (ISO)  dock;  and  Spot  4  is  available  for  KC-13S 
maintenance.  None  of  die  four  bays  is  ctqiable  of  supporting  the  KC-46A  due  to 
insufficient  bay  length  and  tail  height  One  alternative  considered  was  to  install  an 
addition  or  ^ebrow  with  new,  taller  doors  to  accommodate  the  length  of  the  KC-46A 
aircraft.  However,  mofofications  to  meet  the  structural  load  requirements  would  entail 
replacement  of  many  or  most  of  the  trusses  and  possibly  many  of  the  siqqx»t  columns 
(character-defining  features  of  this  building  type).  This  woric  would  result  in  the  hangar 
rally  accommodaring  two  iCC-46A  aircraft,  one  fimm  each  side,  due  to  clearance  issues. 

o  Modifications  to  the  hangar  with  a  new  extension  or  eyebrow  to  allow  suffident 
clearance  for  the  KC-46A  tail  rudder  caimot  be  accomplished  without  reiiifoicing 
die  structural  integrity  of  the  bmlding  substantially.  A  structural  analysis 
conducted  by  foe  USAF  concluded  the  hangar  could  not  siqiport  the  required 
modifications.  Defidendes  included  a  high  risk  of  structural  foilure  under  snow 
loads  caused  by  drifting  against  the  proposed  higher  addifion;  ofiier  loads  (such  as 
those  associated  with  cranes,  mezzanine,  fire  protection,  and  new  roofing  would 
further  increase  the  risk. 

o  The  hangar,  as  it  exists,  is  not  wide  enough  to  accommodate  two  KC-46A  parked 
side-by-dde  with  the  required  clearance. 

o  Other  modifications  would  be  required,  including  naodifications  to  file  existing 
hangar  bay  floor  to  accommodate  the  KC-46A  jacking  points. 

o  Othra  issues  mdude  uncertain  outcome  of  extensive  structural  evaluation  to 
determine  structural  feasibility  of  making  any  ofoer  changes;  abatement  activities 
required  fix  modification;  condition  of  file  structure  in  relation  to  required  future 
modifications;  and  questions  regarding  the  underpinning  of  some  of  the  existing 
footings. 

a  Modify  Building  1107.  This  building  is  also  a  four-bay  maintenance  hangar.  Spots  1  and 
4  cannot  be  used  for  aircraft  maintenance  due  to  internal  structures  siqiporting  an 
equivalent  to  four  aircraft  maintenance  units  (AMUs).  Spots  2  and  3  are  open  and  are 
u^  for  KC-135  general  maintenance.  Nralher  of  foe  two  bays  will  siqqioit  foe  KC-46A 
due  to  insufficient  length  and  tail  rudder  height  Initially,  modifications  to  file  hangar 
doors  were  proposed  to  allow  sufficient  clearance  fiir  the  KC-46A  tail  rudder.  A 
structural  analysis  was  conducted  and  concluded  the  hangar  could  not  support  the 
required  modificafions. 

•  Modify  Building  1166.  This  building  serves  as  foe  primary  corrosion  control  and  wash 
rack  hangar  This  one-bay  hangar  is  not  sufficient  for  KC-46A  aircraft  due  to  insufficient 
loigth,  vridfii,  and  height. 

•  Modify  Building  1176N.  This  building  serves  as  the  primary  fuel  cell  hangar.  The 
lengfo  and  height  are  not  sufficient  to  accommodate  KC-46A  aircraft. 

•  Modify  Building  11 76S.  This  building  serves  as  an  altemative  wash  rack.  The  lengfo 
and  hdght  are  not  sufficient  to  acconunodate  KC-46A  aircraft. 
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•  In  an  effort  to  seek  alternatives  to  use  of  the  Building  1106  footprint,  the  team  also 
evaluated  alternative  site  locations  for  the  construction  of  new  hangars.  The  new  hangars 
need  easy  access  to  the  parking  ramp  and/or  nmway.  The  area  east  of  the  north  mass 
parking  area  (also  clear  zone)  was  selected  for  the  fuels,  corrosion  control,  and  single 
general  maintenance  hangars.  This  area  had  smaller  and  non-occupied  facilities  that 
could  be  demolished  without  any  adverse  effects.  These  hangar  facilities  will  be 
constructed  as  far  north  on  the  airfield  ramp  as  possible  without  extending  into  the  clear 
zone.  The  three-bay  hangar  needs  to  be  located  close  to  these  hangars  for  efficient 
operations. 

•  Placing  the  new  three-bay  hangar  south  of  Building  1 107  would  require  the  demolition  of 
Building  1166  (KC-135  corrosion  control).  Building  1169  (supply  warehouse, 
transportation  management  office  functions,  mobility  readiness  parts,  outdoor  storage). 
Building  1104  (electrical  power  station),  and  possibly  Building  1108  (alternate  mission 
equipment,  snow/deicing).  Demolition  of  these  facilities  would  generate  a  massive 
movement  of  fimctions  and  people,  new  constraction  to  relocate  work  centers,  excessive 
costs,  and  unreasonable  mission  disruption.  Also  these  same  facilities  were  identified  to 
house  new  KC-46A  operations  (air  transportable  galley/latrine/seat  pallet  facility,  fleet 
servicing,  logistics  support  representatives,  Boeing  supply  area,  aircrafts  part  store, 
vertical  storage).  Their  demolition  would  require  new  construction  on  base,  close  to  the 
ramp  to  satisfy  the  requirement. 

•  Moving  further  south  would  also  require  a  series  of  costly  facility  demolitions  and 
functions’  relocations  to  include  Building  1185,  which  is  scheduled  to  be  the  Squadron 
Operations  facility  for  the  first  Total  Force  Integration  KC-46A  squadron  at  McConnell 
AFB.  The  construction  of  the  fuel,  corrosion,  and  single  general  maintenance  hangars  on 
the  northeast  side  of  the  ramp  leaves  no  other  room  for  the  new  three-bay  hangar. 


Building  1218,  Kansas  National  Guard  Armory  and  Hangar  (KHRI  inventory  #  173-11382) 


Location.  Building  1218  is 
centrally  located  along  the  east 
side  of  the  runway.  This  building 
was  constructed  in  1942  and  has 
two  components.  The  larger 
component  on  the  west  side  is  the 
hangar  and  the  smaller  component 
on  the  east  side  is  the  armory. 

Description.  The  armory 
component  of  Building  1218  is  a 
two-story  structure  with  a  central 
courtyard  along  the  west  wall  of 
“  .  _  .  •  the  hangar.  The  east  elevation  is 

demarcated  by  a  centrally  placed,  protruding,  ornamental  stone  entryway  containing  double 
doors.  Above  the  doorway  is  a  large  window,  over  which  is  carved  “Kansas  National  Guard 
Armory.”  Both  the  north  and  south  elevations  have  two  rows  of  windows.  Between  the 
windows,  the  building’s  blond  brickwork  is  accented  with  five  string  courses  of  darker  brick. 


The  hangar  is  a  one-story,  steel-ffame  structure  with  steel  sash  windows  and  masonry  filmed  with 
blond  btidt.  It  exhibits  Art  Deco  elements  such  as  recessed  windows  arranged  in  vertical 
patterns,  horizontal  banding,  stylized  low-relief  stone  medallions,  and  relief  stone  parapet  trim. 
The  hangar  component  of  the  building  has  a  shallow-pitched  gable  roof  and  a  brick  chitrmey  is 
situated  along  ttte  wall  adjoining  die  armory.  Both  the  north  and  south  elevations  of  the  haiigar 
ctmqxment  of  Building  1218  have  steel  and  glass  straight  sliding  haitgar  doors  drat  retract  into 
pod^  on  either  side  of  the  door  openings.  The  character-defining  features  of  the  armory 
component  of  Building  1218  are: 

•  “iCansas  National  Guard”  base  relief  aird  assodated  stonewodt  around  the  main  entrance 

•  Flat,  parapet  roof 

•  Stylized  carved  stone  medallions 

•  S^lized  carved  stone  par^t  trim 

•  Stylized  stone  coping  along  roofline 

•  Down^uts 

•  Exterior  Ixidkwork  and  limestone  (material,  design,  and  color) 

•  Muld-paned  fixed  steel  windows  on  hangar 

•  Stone  window  sills 

•  Retractable  doors  on  hangar 

•  Shallow  gable  roof  on  hangar 

•  Interior  glazed  tile  (treated  in  a  reversible  manner,  treatment  should  continue) 

•  Original  doors  and  wood  trim 

•  Double-loaded  corridors  and  circulation,  including  stairs  (concrete  work  arul  woodworic) 

■  Any  remaining  original  baseboards  or  trim 

•  Parachute  area 

The  character-defining  fisatures  of  the  hangar  component  of  Building  1218  are: 
a  S^lized  carved  stone  medallions 
a  Stylized  carved  stone  partqiet  trim 
a  Kbsonry  and  btickwoik  (material,  design,  and  color) 
a  Muld-paned  combinadon  fixed  endows 
a  Muld^xmed  candlevered  secdonal  sliding  hangar  doors 
a  Definitive  tnidc  pilasters  between  wiiulows  on  west  elevadon 
a  Stone  sills 

Condidon.  Exc^  for  replacement  of  the  original,  double-hung  windows  on  die  armory 
conqionent  and  replacement  of  the  roof  on  die  hangar  component,  modificadons  to  die  exterior 
of  Building  1218  have  been  minor.  As  a  result,  both  die  armory  and  the  hangar  componmits  of 
Building  1218  retain  a  high  degree  of  architectural  integrity.  The  interior  modificadons  are  for 
the  most  part  reversible. 

Context/Significanee.  Durir^  World  War  n,  the  aviadon  component  of  the  Kansas  Nadonal 
Guard  (later  reslesignated  as  KANG)  operated  out  of  the  Wichita  Municipal  Airport  Ahhou^ 
the  KANG  artnoty  and  hangar  were  constructed  in  1942,  Worid  War  II  acdvides  intervened,  and 
die  buildings  were  not  occupied  by  the  KANG  until  1947.  Other  tenants  (military  and  civilian) 
irtiliv»vt  the  armory  and  hangar  between  1942  and  1947.  After  World  War  II,  die  airport 
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gradually  shifted  from  commercial  to  military  purposes.  In  1953,  the  City  of  Wichita  formally 
sold  the  airfield  and  its  buildings  to  the  USAF.  Building  1218  is  historically  significant  for  its 
association  with  the  early  presence  of  the  KANG  in  the  City  of  Wichita  and  with  the  growth  and 
development  of  the  Wichita  Municipal  Airport;  for  the  transition  of  the  building  fi-om  civilian  to 
military  aviation  use  (De  Vote  and  Ruhl  1995);  for  the  use  of  stylized  Art  Deco  architectural 
elements;  and  for  its  high  degree  of  architectural  integrity.  Thus,  Building  1218  has  been 
determined  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP  under  both  Criteria  A  (MILITARY)  and 
Criteria  C  (ARCHITECTURE). 

Proposed  Action.  Building  1218  currently  houses  the  Operation  Support  Squadron  for  the  KC- 
135.  As  part  of  the  proposed  MOB  1  mission,  the  KC-46A  Operations  Group  staff  will  be 
housed  in  this  facility.  The  existing  space  within  Building  1218  is  adequate  to  support  the  new 
staff;  however,  minor,  and  reversible,  interior  renovations  would  be  required  to  accommodate 
new  Group  Command  Suites.  Interior  renovations  are  primarily  wall  finishes  within  the  existing 
offices. 

Determination  of  Effect.  Because  the  modifications  to  the  interior  of  Building  1218  would  be 
reversible,  the  undertaking  would  be  an  effect  but  not  an  adverse  effect.  The  character-defining 
elements  of  the  facility’s  interior  are  preserved  with  office  finishes  that  are  reversible.  The  three 
long  historic  corridors,  doorways,  and  stairwells  will  remain  intact  with  only  the  wall  finishes  of 
interior  office  spaces  being  changed.  The  historical  characteristics  of  this  building  to  include  the 
historic  hallways,  doorways,  and  stairwells  will  be  preserved.  If  required,  the  doors  will  be 
appropriately  blocked  instead  of  removed. 

Consideration  of  Alternatives  and  Justification  for  Selection  of  Building  1218  for 
Renovation.  Building  1218  is  currently  being  used  to  house  the  Operations  Support  Squadron 
command  staff.  In  order  to  keep  the  same  type  of  functionality,  the  Operations  Group  command 
staff  with  a  Reserve  Association  for  Total  Force  Integration  is  to  be  housed  in  Building  1218. 
The  Operations  Support  Squadron  will  be  relocated  to  Building  1 1 86  to  be  closer  to  the  other 
operational  flying  squadrons. 

Building  1107  (KHRI  #  173-12358) 

Location.  Building  1 107  is  located  on  the 
east  side  of  the  runway,  at  the  north  end  of 
the  ramp.  It  is  parallel  to  Building  1106 
and  perpendicular  to  Building  1176  (the 
latter  also  slated  for  demolition  under  the 
proposed  action). 

Description.  This  hangar  is  identical  to 
Building  1 106.  Refer  to  the  description  of 
Building  1106  for  details  regarding  this  hangar.  In  1961,  this  hangar  was  modified  as  a  shop, 
missile  assembly,  and  maintenance  decontamination  facility.  By  1971,  the  interior  was 
renovated  with  multiple  partitions  and  was  again  renovated  and/or  rehabilitated  several  times  in 
the  1980s  and  1990s.  The  open  aircraft  maintenance  space  remains  largely  unaltered,  and  the 
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cantilevered  trusses  remain  visible.  The  character-defining  features  of  this  hangar  are  Mmrirai 
to  those  of  Building  1106.  Refer  to  the  Building  1106  description  for  die  characta-defining 
features  of  this  hangar 

Condition.  Building  1 107  is  in  good  condition  for  its  current  use. 

Contett/SIgnlficance.  Building  1107  is  nationally  significant  and  eligible  for  listing  on  die 
NRHP  under  Criterion  A  (MILITARY)  for  its  association  with  die  history  of  the  USAF  and  die 
develtqmient  of  McConnell  AFB  as  the  primary  training  fiicility  for  the  newly  designed  B-47 
bomber  aircraft,  wiiich  was  produced  at  die  adjacent  Boeing  Company  plant  It  is  also 
significant  under  Critraion  C  (ARCHITECTURE)  as  an  excellent  example  of  the  double¬ 
cantilever  medium  bomber  hangar.  This  building,  along  widi  its  twin.  Building  1106,  retains 
inl^ty  of  location,  design,  setting,  workmanship,  materials,  feeling,  and  association,  and 
clearly  illustrates  the  property  type  and  period  of  construction. 

Proposed  Action.  The  proposed  action  includes  installation  of  a  telephone  system,  and  fiber 
optics  with  d«*«  drops  and  ports  for  CAT  3  and  5  cabling  in  the  northeast  comer  of  the  hangar. 

Determination  of  Effect.  Modifications  to  the  interior  of  Building  1107  would  be  considered  an 
effect  but  not  an  adverse  effect 

Consideration  of  AHematives  and  Jnstification  for  Selection  of  Bnilding  1107  for 
RenovatioiL  Work  on  Building  1107  is  required  due  to  demolition  of  Building  1106  and  tire 
relocation  of  tire  Aircraft  Maintenance  Unit  personnel  and  operation  to  Building  1 107. 
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September  25,  2013 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Michael  A.  Freeman 
Commander,  22d  Civil  engineer  Squadron 
57830  Pittsburgh  Street 
Suite  1 2U 

McConnell  Air  Force  Rase,  KS  67221 

Ref:  Demolition  oj  1 106  ami  Renowtions  to  Building’!  12!  Sand  107  as  Part  of  the  Proposed 

Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Mam  Operating  Bine  (MOB  I)  /or  KC-46A  Tanker  Beddown 
Sedgwick  Coiwm'.  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

Dear  Lt  Col  Freeman; 

On  August  3U,  2013,  the  Advisory  Council  on  Histone  Preservation  (ACHP)  received  your  notification 
and  supporting  documenialion  regarding  the  potential  adverse  elTects  of  the  referenced  undertaking  on  a 
property  or  properties  listed  or  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Based  upon 
tlx  information  you  provided,  we  have  concluded  that  Appendix  A.  Criteria  for  Council  Involvement  in 
Reviewing  Individual  Section  1 06  Cases,  of  our  regulations,  “Protection  of  I  lisioric  Properties’*  (36 
C.F-R.  Pan  ROfl).  does  not  apply  to  this  undertaking.  Accordingly,  wc  do  not  believe  that  our  participation 
in  the  consultation  to  resolve  adverse  effects  is  needed. 

However,  if  we  receive  a  request  for  participation  from  the  Kansas  State  Historic  I*reservation  (.Officer 
(SHPO).  Tribal  Historic  Preserv'alion  Officer,  affected  Indian  tribe,  a  consulting  party,  or  other  party,  we 
may  reconsider  this  decision.  Addilionally.  should  circumsianccs  change,  and  you  determine  tltai  our 
panicipation  is  needed  to  conclude  the  consultation  process,  please  notify  us. 

Pursuant  to  36  C  J.R.  §  800.6(bKl)(iv),  you  will  need  to  file  the  final  agreenxnl  document,  developed  in 
consultation  with  the  Kansas  SHPO  and  any  other  consulting  parties,  and  related  documentation  with  the 
ACHP  at  the  conclusion  of  the  consullaiion  process.  The  filing  of  the  agreement  document  and  supporting 
documenialion  with  the  ACJIP  is  required  in  order  to  complete  the  requiranents  of  Section  106  of  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

Please  be  advi.sed  that  the  ACHP  is  aware  that  the  FTU  and  MOBl  for  KC-46A  Tanker  Beddown  is  a 
broader  initiative  for  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  and  multiple  installations  arc  being  considered. 

Whh  this  in  mind  the  ACHP  is  recommending  to  all  of  the  inslailalions  identified  to  develop 
Programmatic  Agreements  (PA)  in  accordance  with  36  C.F.R,  §  800.14(b)i3)  in  lieu  of  Memoranda  of 
.\gxccnicnt.  A  PA  will  provide  greater  flcwbilily  for  the  installation  to  meet  Section  106  responsibilities 
given  the  uncertainty  of  the  final  FTU  and  MOBl  locations. 


AOvriSORV  COUNOL  ON  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION 
I  ino  Penmyivariia  Avenue  NW,  Suite  80.3  •  /Washington,  DC  20004 
Phone;  202-606-8503  »  f  a*  262 -606-8647  •  achpO&chp  gov  •  www.achp  gov" 


|M-016_C_A^ 


Thank  you  for  providing  us  with  your  notification  of  adverse  effect.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  require 
our  further  assistance,  please  contact  Ms.  Katliarine  R.  Kerr  at  (202)  606-8534  or  via  e-mail  at 
kkernujachp.gov. 


Sincerely, 


Caroline  D,  Hall 

Assistant  Director 

Office  of  Federal  Agency  Programs 

Federal  Properly  Management  Section 
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MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN  McConnell  air  force  base  and 
THE  KANSAS  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 
REGARDING  THE  KC^6A  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE  PROJECT  LOCATED  AT 

McConnell  afb,  Kansas 


WHEREAS,  the  KC-46A  project  establishes  a  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  to  provide  a 
fully  capable,  combat  operational  KC-46A  aerial  refueling  force  to  accomplish  aerial  refueling 
and  related  missions;  and,  bedding  down  and  operating  the  KC-46A  allows  the  U.S.  Air  Force 
(USAF)  to  mamtain  combat  capability  and  mission  readiness  as  U.S.  military  resources  become 
increasingly  committed  to  missions  throughout  the  world;  and.  Congress  is  fvmding  the  KC-46A 
to  update  the  USAF’s  current  aerial  refueling  fleet;  and,  by  2028  the  KC-46A  replaces  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  KC-135  fleet  to  correct  deficiencies,  update  the  fleet,  enhance 
operations,  and  increase  mission  effectiveness;  and 

WHEREAS,  for  the  KC-46A  project’s  Formal  Training  Unit  function  proposed  at  McConnell 
Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  (hereafter,  “the  Base”),  the  Kansas  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO)  has  concurred  in  a  finding  of  no  historic  properties  affected,  in  accordance  with  Section 
106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA),  as  amended,  16  U.S.C.  470,  and  its 
implementing  regulations  (36  C.F.R.  Part  800);  and 

WHEREAS,  as  part  of  the  KC-46A  project  the  USAF  proposes  to  demolish  the  Base’s  Building 
1 1 06,  a  hangar  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  and  to  conduct 
certain  activities  potentially  causing  an  effect  to  other  historic  properties  at  the  Base;  and  an  Area 
of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  map  for  the  total  project  area  associated  with  the  Base  is  Attachment  1 
to  this  agreement; 

WHEREAS,  the  Base  has  determined  other  aspects  of  the  MOB  undertaking,  including 
demolition  of  Buildings  973,  977,978,  984,  985, 1101, 1102,  1110,  and  1122;  modifications  to 
Buildings  840,  850,  852,  1092,  1094, 1108,  1129,  1183, 1185, 1186,  and  1220,  and  pavements; 
and  new  construction  of  a  one-bay  hangar,  a  two-bay  hangar,  a  three-bay  hangar,  a  fuselage 
trainer  and  a  dormitory  are  within  the  APE  but  will  not  result  in  effects  to  historic  properties  and 
the  SHPO  has  concurred  with  these  findings;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Base  determined  the  demolition  of  Building  1 106  is  an  undertaking 
constituting  an  adverse  effect,  and  consulted  with  the  SHPO  in  accordance  with  Section  106  of 
NHPA,  as  amended,  16  U.S.C.  470,  and  its  implementing  regulations  (36  C.F.R.  Part  800);  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Base  determined  other  aspects  of  the  MOB  1  undertaking  may  have  potential 
for  causing  effects  to  other  historic  properties,  particularly  Buildings  1 107  and  1218,  with  such 
effects  unknown  at  present  but  with  continued  protection  possible  if  certain  conditions  are 
followed,  and 


WHEREAS,  the  Base  notified  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (Council)  pursuant 
to  36  C.F.R.  §  800.6  regarding  resolution  of  adverse  effects  and  provided  documentation 
specified  in  36  C.F.R.  §  800.11(e),  and  the  Council  declined  to  join  consultation;  and 

WHEREAS,  while  the  Base  and  APE  exhibit  no  historic  properties  of  known  religious  or 
cultural  importance  to  federally-recognized  tribes,  die  tribes  listed  in  Attachment  2  to  this  MOA 
were  considered  potentially  interested  in  the  MOB  1  presuming  such  properties  potentially  yet 
might  exist  in  the  APE,  and  these  tribes  either  did  not  reply  to  communications  from  the  Base  or 
they  responded  to  decline  participation  in  this  agreement;  and 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  the  Base  and  the  SHPO  agree  the  proposed  undertaking  shall  be 
administered  in  accordance  with  the  following  stipulations  to  satisfy  the  Base's  NHPA  Section 
106  responsibilities. 

Stipulations 

The  Base  will  ensure  the  following  measures  are  carried  out: 


I.  Mitigation  for  Demolition  of  Building  1 106 

A.  The  Base  will  provide  materials  for  interpretive  use  by  the  Kansas  Aviation  Museum, 
Wichita,  Kansas  in  a  “Military  Aviation  in  Kansas”  display.  The  materials  may  be 
photos,  drawings,  and/or  historic  summaries  related  to  aviation  at  the  Base.  The  Base  is 
willing  to  provide  these  materials  which  the  Museum  has  expressed  interest  in  displaying. 
Upon  submittal  of  the  full  package,  and  receipt  by  the  Museum,  the  materials  become 
property  of  the  Museum. 

B.  The  Base  will  provide  cultural  resources  related  materials  to  the  Wichita  State  University 
Libraries  (the  Library),  Special  Collections  and  University  Archives,  Wichita,  Kansas; 
the  SHPO  wll  receive  electronic  copies  of  the  materials.  The  source  of  materials  is  the 
Base  Historic  Records  files  and  includes  documents,  photos,  and/or  drawings  related  to 
cultural  resources  at  the  Base.  Examples  include  historic  inventory  reports,  historic 
summaries,  historic  aerial  photos,  and  limited  original  building  elevation  drawings  of 
historic  facilities.  The  Base  is  willing  to  provide  these  materials  which  the  Library  has 
expressed  interest  in  chsplaying. 

C.  The  Base  wll  ensure  production  of  a  “web  page”  suitable  for  internet  posting,  and  a 
brochure  useful  for  general  distribution/accessibility  to  educate  non-technical  audiences 
within  and  beyond  the  Base.  These  products  will  focus  on  the  Base’s  history  in  general, 
and  also  incorporate  historic  buildings  and  tl^ir  pertinent  immediate  and  broader  settings. 

n.  Preservation  of  Buildings  1107  and  1218 

A.  To  ensure  the  MOB  1  does  not  adversely  affect  these  buildings,  the  Base  shall  ensure  all 
phases  of  design,  construction,  and  maintenance/operation  of  the  buildings  follow 
applicable  provisions  of  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of 
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Historic  Properties  with  Guidelines  for  Preserving,  Rehabilitating,  Restoring  and 
Reconstructing  Historic  Buildings  (“Standards”;  36  C.F.R.  Part  68). 

B.  The  Base  will  provide  opportunities  for  the  SHPO  to  review  and  comment  on  key  steps 
of  MOB  1  related  design  for  the  buildings. 

C.  The  Base  will  require  all  parties,  including  contractors,  involved  with  design, 
construction,  and  maintenance/operation  of  the  buildings  follow  the  Standards. 

D.  Where  an  individual  or  team  involved  in  the  buildings’  design,  construction,  and 
maintenance/operation  reasonably  would  be  expected  to  meet  professional  standards 
associated  with  the  Standards,  the  Base  will  ensure  such  standards  are  met  (see  also 
Stipulation  III). 

E.  Should  preservation  and  protection  of  Buildings  1107  and  1218  become  unfeasible,  the 
Base  will  at  the  earliest  opportunity  consult  the  SHPO  to  assess  effects,  resolve  adverse 
effects  including  development  of  mitigation  plan(s)  if  necessary,  and  amend  this  MOA  to 
reflect  such  actions. 

in.  Professional  Standards 

All  critical  work  pursuant  to  this  MOA  will  be  conducted  under  the  responsibility  of  person(s) 
meeting  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Historic  Preservation  Professional  Qualification 
Standards  (Federal  Register  Vol.  62,  No.  1 19,  pp.  33719).  The  Base  will  identify  this  person,  or 
persons,  at  the  time  the  MOA  is  executed,  but  may  change  or  add  to  such  designation(s)  in  the 
future  by  providing  written  notice  to  the  SHPO. 

IV.  Submittals 

The  following  submittals  do  not  include  the  reports  listed  in  Stipulation  V. 

A.  The  Base  will  submit  interpretive  materials  for  the  Kansas  Aviation  Museum  display 
“Military  Aviation  in  Kansas”  no  later  than  30  Dec  2013.  Materials  submitted  will  be 
reported  per  Stipulation  V. 

B.  The  Base  will  submit  materials  to  entities  described  in  Stipulation  I.B  no  later  than  (NLT) 
30  Jun  2016.  Materials  submitted  will  be  reported  per  Stipulation  V. 

C.  The  Base  will  provide  the  products  described  in  Stipulation  I.C  NLT  30  Jun  2015. 
Materials  developed  will  be  reported  per  Stipulation  V. 

V.  Reporting  Requirements 

The  following  describes  reporting  associated  with  this  agreement. 

A.  During  the  period  this  MOA  remains  current  (i.e.  not  expired)  the  Base  will  provide  to 
the  SHPO  updates  by  email  transmitted  at  working  staff  level  every  90  days.  These 
updates  will  start  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  full  month  following  both  parties’  execution 
of  the  MOA. 

B.  For  the  duration  of  this  MOA,  the  Base  will  provide  the  SHPO  an  annual  report 
summarizing  activities  to  date  under  this  MOA.  The  annual  report  will  be  year  by  year 
starting  from  the  last  (i.e.  latest)  signatory  date  concluding  all  parties’  execution  of  the 


MOA.  The  annual  report  will  be  produced  in  a  written,  professional  format,  including 
photographs  or  other  illustrations  as  necessary,  and  otherwise  describe  in  reasonable 
detail  all  key  related  activities,  submittals,  issues,  etc.  The  final  annual  report  (i.e.  prior 
to  expected  MOA  termination)  will  include  a  lessons  learned  section  to  benefit  future 
similar  efforts  by  the  USAF,  the  Base,  and  die  SHPO.  For  any  annual  report  the  SHPO’s 
comments  offered  in  response  to  the  report  will  become  an  attachment  to  the  report  filed 
at  the  Base.  The  Base  may  choose  to  amend  any  given  annual  report  following  receipt  of 
SHPO  comments  (if  any).  If  SHPO’s  comments  for  a  given  annual  report  include 
recommendations  for  amendment  to  this  MOA,  the  Base  and  the  SHPO  will  address  that 
following  Stipulation  VII  of  this  agreement. 

VI.  Dispute  Resolution 

Should  either  signatory  party,  the  Base  or  the  SHPO,  to  this  MOA  object  at  any  time  to  any 
actions  proposed  or  the  manner  in  which  the  terms  of  this  MOA  are  implemented,  the  concerned 
party  sl^l  consult  with  the  other  party  to  resolve  the  objection.  If  the  Base  determines  that  such 
objection  cannot  be  resolved,  the  Base  will  engage  the  following  matters. 

A.  Forward  all  documentation  relevant  to  die  dispute,  including  the  Base’s  proposed 
resolution,  to  the  Council.  The  Council  shall  provide  the  Base  with  its  advice  on  the 
resolution  of  the  objection  within  thirty  (30)  <kys  of  receiving  adequate  documentation. 
Prior  to  reaching  a  final  decision  on  the  dispute,  the  Base  shall  prepare  a  written  response 
that  takes  into  account  any  timely  advice  or  comments  regarding  the  dispute  ffom  the 
Council  and  the  SHPO,  and  provide  them  with  a  copy  of  this  written  response.  The  Base 
then  will  proceed  according  to  its  final  decision. 

B.  If  the  Council  does  not  provide  its  advice  regarding  the  dispute  within  the  thirty  (30)  day 
period,  the  Base  may  make  a  final  decision  on  the  dispute  and  proceed  accordingly.  Prior 
to  reaching  such  a  fiial  decision,  the  Base  shall  prepare  a  written  response  that  takes  into 
account  any  timely  comments  regarding  the  dispute  from  the  SHPO,  and  provide  the 
SHPO  and  the  Council  with  a  copy  of  such  written  response. 

C.  The  Base's  responsibility  remains  unchanged  to  cany  out  all  other  actions  subject  to  terms 
of  this  MOA  that  are  not  the  subject  of  the  dispute. 

VII.  Amendment 

This  MOA  may  be  amended  when  such  an  amendment  is  agreed  to  in  writing  by  both 
signatories.  The  amendment  will  be  effective  on  the  date  a  copy  signed  by  both  signatories  is 
filed  with  the  Council. 

Vin.  Termination 

A.  This  agreement  expires  on  the  date  specified  in  Stipulation  X. 

B.  This  agreement  may  be  terminated  prior  to  eiqiiration  if  both  parties  agree  via  exchange 
of  formal  letters  that  all  stipulations  are  fulfilled. 

C.  If  either  signatory  to  this  MOA  determines  its  terms  will  not  or  cannot  be  carried  out,  that 
party  shall  immediately  consult  with  the  other  party  to  attempt  to  develop  an  amendment 


Final 


A.5-36 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  5. 4. 9  MO  A  between  McConnell  AFB  and  the  Kansas  SHPO  Regarding  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  (Continued) 


per  Stipulation  Vll.  If  within  thirty  days  an  amendment  cannot  be  reached,  any  signatory 
may  terminate  the  MOA  upon  written  notification  to  the  other  signatory. 

D.  The  Base  wll  consult  pursuant  to  36  C.F.R.  Part  800  on  all  remaining  MOB  I 
undertakings  covered  by  this  MOA  and  not  completed  at  the  time  of  termination. 

IX.  .Anti-Deficiency  Act 

All  requirements  set  forth  in  this  MOA  requiring  the  expenditure  of  USAF  funds  are  e.xpressly 
subject  to  the  availability  of  appropriations  and  the  requirements  of  the  Anti-Deficiency  Act  (3 1 
U.S.C.  Section  1341 ).  No  obligation  undertaken  by  USAF  under  the  tenns  of  this  MOA  will 
require  or  be  interpreted  to  require  a  commitment  to  expend  funds  not  obligated  for  a  particular 
purpose. 

A.  If  the  Base  cannot  perform  certain  obligations  set  forth  in  the  MOA  due  to  the 
unavailability  of  ftmds,  the  Base  and  SHPO  will  strive  for  the  remainder  of  the  agreement 
to  be  executed. 

B.  In  the  event  that  any  obligation  under  the  MOA  cannot  be  performed  due  to  the 
unavailability  of  funds,  the  Base  agrees  to  utilize  its  best  efforts  to  renegotiate  the 
funding  provision,  and  it  may  initiate  consultation  to  develop  a  related  amendment  to  this 
MOA. 

X.  Duration 

This  MOA  shall  become  effective  upon  e.xeculion  by  the  Base  and  the  SHPO,  and  it  shall  remain 
in  effect  five  (5)  years  from  the  latest  signatory  dale  of  that  execution,  or  to  a  date  extended  by 
Stipulation  VII. 

EXECUTION  AND  IMPLEMENTATION  of  this  MOA  evidences  the  Base  has  satisfied  their 
Section  106  responsibilities  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  I  undertaking  at  the  Base. 


McConnell  afb,  Kansas 


{  JOEV  ^.^CKSON,  Colonel.  USAF 

.  22d  Air  Refueling  Wing 


S  Pee 

Date: 


KANSAS  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 


PATRICK  ^OLLNER 

Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


Date: 


Attachment  1,  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  .Main  Operating  Base  Beddown 
Area  of  Potential  Effect  Regarding  National  Historic  Presen  ation  Act,  Section  1U6 
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ATTACHMENT  2 

FEDERALLY  RECOGNIZED  TRIBES  COMMUNICATED  TO 
FOR  THE  KC-46A  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE  PROJECT 
LOCATED  AT  McCONNELL  AFB,  KANSAS 


Caddo  Nation  of  Oklahoma 
Cherokee  Nation 

Cheyenne  -  Arapaho  Tribes  of  Oklahoma 

Chickasaw  Nation 

Comanche  Nation 

Iowa  Tribe  of  Kansas  and  Nebraska 

Kaw  Nation 

Kick^oo  Tribe  of  Indians  of  the  Kickapoo  Reservation  in  Kansas 
Kiowa  Indian  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
Osage  Tribal  Council 

Sac  &  Fox  Nation  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  and  Nebraska 
Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes 
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Fcbruao’  6,  2014 

Lieulenant  Colonel  Nlicliael  A.  Freeman 
Commander  22d  Civil  En^neer  Squadron 
57830  Piitsburgh  Slrcel 
Suilc  120 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  KS  67221 

Hef:  Demolition  c^'BmUing  /J06  and Rencn’ations  ioBuildingx  I2ISiJnd  1 07  as  Pari  o^' the  Pro/wsed 
Fonnal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Xfain  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  for  KC~i6A  Tanker  Beddown 
Sedgwick  Coiint\\  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

Dear  Ll.  Col.  Freeman: 

(;>n  Fcbruaiv  3,  2014.  Ihe  Advisor*'  Council  on  Historic  Pre.Hcrx aiion  (ACHP)  leceived  Ihe  Memorandum 
of  .Agreement  (MOA)  for  the  above  referenced  project.  In  accordance  with  Section  800.6(bKlXiv)  of  Ihe 
ACHP’s  regulations.  Ihe  ACHP  acknowledges  receipt  of  the  MOA,  The  filing  of  tlie  MO.A.  and  execution 
ol  its  terms,  completes  the  requirements  oi  Section  106  ot  the  National  FDsloric  Preservation  .Act  and  the 
ACHP’s  regulations. 

We  appreciate  you  providing  us  with  a  copy  of  tliis  MO.A  and  will  retain  it  for  inclusion  in  oiu  records 
regarding  this  project.  Should  you  have  any  questions  or  require  additional  assistance,  please  contact 
Katharine  Kerr  at  202-606-8534.  or  via  email  at  kkerra  achp.gov. 


Sincerely. 


Raymond  V.  Wallace 

Historic  Prescrvalion  Technician 

Dffice  of  Federal  .Agency  Programs 


ADVISORY  COUNCIk  ON  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION 
nOO  Pennsyvan.a  Awenj©  NW.  Sude  803  •  Washington,  DC  200(X 
f'lione,  202-606-8503  •  Fax:  202-606-8647  •  adip®achp-gov  •  www.acop.gov 
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A,6  NATURAL  RESOURCES  CONSULTATION 
A,6.1  Altus  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter 


A  001  B  A 


A  001  B  A 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
97TH  AIR  MOBIUTY  WING 
ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  OKLAHOMA 


18Jun  13 


Mr.  Brian  T.  Drake 
Deputy  Base  Civil  Engineer 
97th  Civil  Engineer  Squadron 
401  L  A  VC 

Altus  AFB  OK  73523-5138 


Dr.  Todd  Fagin.  ONHI  Biotics  Administrator 
Oklahoma  Natural  Heritage  Inventor)' 
Oklahoma  Biological  Survey 
1 1 1  Fjist  Chesapeake  Street 
Norman.  OK  73019-0575 

Dear  Dr.  F'agin. 


The  United  Slates  Air  Force  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  assess 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  niih  the  beddovvn  of  the  Kormal  Training  Unit 
(FTU)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  I )  of  the  KC.46A  tanker  aircraft.  Altus  AFB  has 
been  selected  as  an  alternative  for  either  the  FTU  mission  or  the  MOB  I  mission.  I  he  base  would 
not  receive  both  missions. 

The  beddown  for  the  FTU  would  include  up  to  eight  KC.46A  tanker  aircraft  for  one 
squadron  at  one  base;  and  the  beddown  for  ibe  MOB  I  of  36  KC-t6A  aircraft  for  three  squadrons  at 
one  base.  The  selected  basing  locations  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations  and 
maintenance  support  as  necessary  to  support  KC.46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Fiach  KC^5A 
squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and  pilot  and 
personnel  training.  Specific  requirements  vary  between  the  FTU  and  MOB  I  mission  but  all 
improvements  would  include  a  combination  of  new  construction,  renovation,  alteration,  and 
demolition  and  would  occur  in  the  main  portion  of  the  base  in  previously  developed  areas,  all  at 
Altus  AFB.  All  construction  or  ground  disturbance  required  by  this  project  would  be  conducted 
within  the  current  base  boundary.  Additional  information  can  be  found  on  the  project  website  at 
www.kc-»6A-bedduwn.com. 

TIk  Air  Force  has  identified  threatened  and  endangered  species  that  could  occur  near  Altus 
AFB  and  will  be  evaluated  in  the  EIS  (Table  1).  This  list  is  based  on  a  review  of  recent  biological 
surveys  conducted  at  Altus  AFB  and  other  information  obtained  from  the  U.S  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  website  and  the  Oklahoma  Natural  Heritage  Inventory  website. 

fhe  Air  Force  requests  your  agency's  concurrence  with  the  species  list  contained  in  Table  I . 
If  your  agency  has  any  new  or  additional  information  other  than  that  contained  in  Table  I .  we  request 
that  you  please  provide  comments  by  01  July  2013. 


Table  1.  Species  Federally  Listed,  Proposed,  and  Candidates  for  Listing  as  F.ndangered  or 
Threatened  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act _ 


1 

1  Common  Name 

1 

I  Status 

Scientific  Name  i 

1  Federal* 

State** 

1 

Occurrence  at  i 
Altus  AFB  ! 

1  Birds 

Piping  plover 

Charadrius  melodus 

FC,  MBTA 

No 

Whooping  crane 

Grus  americana 

FE.  MBTA 

- 

Interior  least  icm 

Sterna  aniilfarum 

FE.  MBTA 

— 

- 1 

No  1 

Key: 

*U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

^Oklahoma  Department  of  Wildlife  Conservation 

_ _ _ _ _ 

- 1 

FC-Candidate  for  Federal  listing 

FE-Lisied  as  endangered  under  ESA 

MBTA-Protected  under  Migrator)-  Bird  Treaty  Act 

Sources: 

Altus  AFB.  2009.  Integrated  Natural  Resources  Management  Plan.  Department  of  the  Air  Force  97th  Air  Mobilitv 
Wing  (AETC),  Altus  AFB.  Oklahoma. 

Oklahoma  Department  of  Wildlife  Conservation  (OKWC).  2013.  County  by  County  List  of  Endangered  and 
Threatened  Species.  Accessed  06  May  2013  from 

hop  .rww^wjldl.LdgianmetiLvMiil  wildlilcm-T.;  .ndan—.'i  Male  Listed  fc.  r  ounlv  txif 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS).  2013.  USFWS  Endangered  .Species;  Species  by  County  Report.  Accessed  ' 
06  May  2013  from  Imp:  www.fws  uov  enda-.-.  r, 1 

Comments  should  be  sent  directly  to  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds.  United  States  Air  Force.  AFCEC/CZN. 
Bldg  171.  2261  Hughes  Ave.  Ste  155.  Uckland  AFB  TX  78236-9853-5022  or  to  the  project  website 
D.oo  .kc-46A-hcddown.com.  Thank  you  for  your  assistance  in  this  matter. 


Sincerely. 


Deputy  Base  Civil  Engineer 
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A.6.1.1  Altus  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Response 

A  001  B  A-R1 


From;  Bresnan.  Sarah  E. 

To:  Bresnan.  Sarah  E. 

Subject:  RE:  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS 

Date:  Tuesday,  June  25,  2013  8:24:46  AM 


. Original  Message . 

From:  Fagln,Todd  D.  [mailtQ:tfagin@ou.edu] 

Sent:  Friday,  June  21,  2013  2:18  PM 

To:  REYNOLDS,  JEAN  A  CIV  USAF  HAF  AFCEC/CN 

Subject:  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  BS 

OBS  Ref.  2013-246-FED-AIR 


Dear  Ms.  Reynokls, 

We  have  reviewed  occurrence  information  on  federal  and  state  threatened,  endangered  or  candidate 
species,  as  well  as  non-regulatory  rare  species  and  ecological  systems  of  importance  currently  in  the 
Oklahoma  Natural  Heritage  Inventory  database  for  the  following  location  you  provided: 

Altus  Air  Force  Base 

Portions  of  Sec.  2,  10,  11,  12,  13,  14,  15-T2N20W  and  Sec.  35-T3N35W,  Jackson  County 


We  found  no  occurTence(s)  of  relevant  species  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  location  as  described. 
However,  absence  from  our  database  does  not  preclude  such  species  from  occurring  in  the  area. 


If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  response,  please  send  me  an  email,  or  call  us  at  the  number  given 
below. 

Although  not  specific  to  your  project,  you  may  find  the  following  links  helpful. 

ONHI  guide  to  ranking  codes  for  endangered  and  threatened  species: 
http://vmpincel.ou.edu/heritage/ranking  guide.html 
<httD://vmDincel.Qu.edu/hentaqe/rankinQ  guide.html> 

Information  regarding  the  Oklahoma  Natural  Areas  Registry: 
http://www.Qknaturalheritage.Qu.edu/registrv  fao.htm 
<httD://www.oknaturalher1taQe.Qu.edu/reQistrv  faQ.htm> 


Todd  Fagin 


Oklahoma  Natural  Heritage  Inventory/ 

Department  of  Geography  and  Environmental  Sustainability 
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A.6.2  Fairchild  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letters 


A.  6.2. 1  Fairchild  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  1 


F  001  BA 


F_001_B_A 


DEPARTMENT  OE  THE  AIR  FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS  92D  AIR  REFUELING  WING  (AMC) 
FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  WASHINGTON 


Ll  Col  Jason  S.  Campbell 
Commander 

100  W.  Ent  Street.  Suite  100 
I'airchild  AFB.  WA  9901 1 

Russ  McRae/Onice  Manager 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
Hastem  Washington  Field  Office 
1 1 103  E.  Montgomery  Drive 
Spokane.  WA  99206 

Dear  Mr.  McRae. 


2  0  JUN  2013 


The  United  States  Air  Force  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  assess 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  Formal  Training  Unit 
(FTU)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  I)  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  Fairchild  AFB  has 
been  selected  as  an  alternative  for  the  MOB  1  mission. 

The  beddown  for  the  MOB  I  mission  would  include  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three  squadrons. 
The  selected  basing  location  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations  and  maintenance 
support  as  necessary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each  KC-46A  squadron 
requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and  pilot  and  personnel 
training.  Specific  requirements  for  the  MOB  I  mission  would  include  a  combination  of  new 
construction,  renovation,  alteration,  and  demolition  and  would  occur  in  the  main  portion  of  the  base 
in  previously  developed  areas,  all  on  Fairchild  AFB.  All  construction  or  ground  disturbance  required 
by  this  project  would  be  conducted  within  the  current  base  boundary.  Additional  information  can  be 
found  on  the  project  website  at  www.kc-46A-beddown.com. 

The  Air  Force  has  identified  threatened  and  endangered  species  that  could  occur  near 
Fairchild  and  will  be  evaluated  in  the  EIS  (Table  1 ).  This  list  is  ba.sed  on  a  review  of  recent 
biological  surveys  conducted  at  Fairchild  AFB  and  other  information  obtained  from  the  U.S  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  website  and  the  Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources  website. 

■fhe  Air  Force  requests  your  agency's  concurrence  w  ith  the  species  list  contained  in  Table  1.  If  your 
agency  has  any  new  or  additional  information  other  than  that  contained  in  Table  I .  we  request  that 
you  please  provide  comments  by  01  July  2013.  Comments  should  be  sent  directly  to  Ms.  Jean 
Reynolds.  United  Slates  Air  Force.  AF(rEC/CZN  Midwest  Office.  507  Symington  Drive.  Scott  AFB. 
IL  62225-5022  or  to  the  project  website  at  w  ww. kc-46A-beddown.com.  Thank  you  for  your 
assistance  in  this  matter. 


Commander.  92d  Civil  Engineer  Squadron 


Table  1.  Spccie.s  Federally  LKsted,  Proposed,  and  Candidates  for  Listing  as  Endangered  or 
_ Threatened  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence 
at  Fairchild 
AFB 

Federal* 

Slate'’ 

1  Birds 

American  white  pelican 

Pelicanus 

eryfhrorhynchus 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Bald  eagle 

Haliaeeius 

leucocephalus 

Delisted. 

BUEPA 

SS 

Yes 

Black-backcd  woodpecker 

PicoiJes  arclicus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Burrowing  owl 

Athene  eunieiilana 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Ferruginous  hawk 

Buteo  recalls 

MBTA 

ST 

No 

Flanimulated  owl 

Olus  flammeolus 

SC 

No 

Golden  eagle 

Aquila  ehrysaetos 

BGEPA 

SC 

Yes 

Lewis*  woodpecker 

Xtelanerpc’s  lewis 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Loggerhead  shrike 

Lanins  luJovicianus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Merlin 

Falco  coinmhianns 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Northern  goshawk 

Accipilor  gentilis 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Pileated  woodpecker 

Drycopus  pileatns 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Sage  sparrow 

Amphispiza  belli 

MBTA 

sc 

No 

Sage  thrasher 

Oreoscopies  montanus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Sharp-tailed  grouse 

Tympunuchus 

phasianellus 

- 

ST 

No 

Upland  Sandpiper 

Bartramia  longicaiula 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Vaux's  swift 

Chaetnra  vaiLxi 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Western  grebe 

Aechmophorons 

occiiientalis 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Fish 

Bull  trout  1  Salrelinu.\  confluemus  1  FT  |  -  I  No 

Mammals 

Black-tailed  jackrabbit 

Lepus  californiens 

- 

SC 

No 

Townsend's  big-eared  bat 

Coryhorhinus 

townsendii 

- 

SC 

No 

Washington  ground 
squirrel 

Spermophilus 

M'ashingioni 

FC 

SC 

No 

White-tailed  jackrabbit 

Lepus  townsendii 

- 

SC 

No 

Reptiles/Amphibians 

Boreal  toad 

Bufo  boreas 

SC 

No 

Columbia  spotted  frog 

Rana  luteiventris 

- 

sc 

Yes 

Northern  leopard  frog 

Rana  pipens 

- 

SE 

No 

Invertebrates 

Juniper  hairstreak 

Mitoura  jirynea  barryi 

- 

SC 

No 

Mann's  mollusk-eating 

Scaphinolus  mannii 

- 

SC 

No 
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A.6.2. 1  Fairchild  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  1  ( Continued) 

F  001  B  A 


Common  Name 

ScientiHc  Name 

Status 

Occurrence 
at  Fairchild 
AFB 

Federal* 

Slate*' 

jjround  beetle 

Shepherd’s  pamassian 

Parnassiu.s  chdius 
shepherdi 

- 

sc 

No 

Silver-bordered  fritillary 

Boloria  selene 
alrocostali.s 

sc 

No 

1  Plants 

American  pillwort 

Pilidaria  americana 

ST 

Yes 

Austin’s  knotvveed 

Polygonum  aiisliniae 

sr 

No 

Dwarf  rush 

./uncus  hemiendylus  var. 
hemiandvius 

No 

Grand  redstem 

Ammannia  rohusta 

- 

ST 

No 

Howellia 

Howellia  aqualilis 

FT 

ST 

No 

Lowland  toothcup 

Rotala  ramosior 

- 

ST 

No 

Northwestern  yellowflax 

Sclerolinon  dif^  num 

- 

ST 

Yes 

Palouse  goldenweed 

Haplopappiis 

liatriformis 

- 

ST 

No 

Rocky  Mountain  bulrush 

Scirpus  saximonumus 

- 

ST 

No 

Spalding’s  catchtly 

Silene  spaldingi 

FT 

ST 

Yes 

Yellow  lady’s-slipper 

Cypripedium 

purvillorum 

- 

ST 

No 

Key: 

*U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

'’Washington  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  the 

Washington  Depanmeni  of  Natural  Resources 

FE=Lisled  as  endangered  under  ESA 

FT=Lisled  as  threatened  under  ESA 

FC^Candidate  for  Federal  listing 

SE^State  listed  as  endangered 

ST=Staie  listed  as  threatened 

SC=Candidate  for  slate  listing 

SS-State  listed  sensitive  species 

MBTA=Prolectcd  under  Migratory  Bird  Treaty 

Act 

BGEPA=  Protected  under  the  Bald  and  Golden 
Eagle  Protection  Act 

Sources: 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  (AFB).  2012.  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  hue^rated  Natural  Resources  Management  Plan 
2012-2016.  January  2012. 


U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS),  2013.  USFWS  Kndangered  Species:  Species  by  County  Report.  Accessed 
06  May  20 1 3  from  httD:/\v\vw.fws.t»ov/cndangered/ 

Washington  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  2013.  (WDFG).  2013.  Priority  Habitats  and  Species  List.  Distribution 
by  County.  Accessed  06  May  2013  from  http:/Avdfw.\va.t»ov/conservaiion  'Dhs1ist^ 

Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (WDNR),  2012.  Accessed  06  May  2013  from 
http:/  wwvv.Jnr.wa.t’uv^Paaes'dcfauU.aspx _ 
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A. 6.2. 2  Fairchild  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  1  Response 


F_001_B_A-RI 

From:  Warren,  Chns  [mailto:chris_warren@fws.gov] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  January  15,  2014  10:18  AM 

To;  ADAMS,  DANIELLE  D  GS-12  USAF  AMC  92  CES/CEIE 

Cc:  Michelle  Eames;  Russ  MacRae 

Subject:  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  Rrst  Mam  Operating  Base  Beddown  EIS 
Danielle. 

Tliank  you  for  the  opportuiiitv-  to  review  the  KC-46A  Fonnal  Training  l^nlt  and  First  Main 
Operating  Base  Beddown  EIS  and  for  holding  pul^lic  meetings  to  further  describe  the  programs. 

We  liave  no  comments  on  the  information  presented. 


Chris  Warren 

Eastern  Wa.shinglon  Field  OlTice 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
1 1 10.4  F,asl  Montgomery  Drive 
Spokane.  Washington  99206 
Phone:  (509)  893-8020 


Final 


A.6-5 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.6.2.3  Fairchild  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  2 


F  002  B  A 


F  002  B  A 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS  92D  AIR  REFUELING  WING  (AMC) 
FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  WASHINGTON 


2  0  JUN  2013 

U  Col  Jason  S.  Campbell 
Commander 

100  W.  Ent  Street.  Suite  100 
Fairchild  AFB.  WA  99011 

John  Gamon  /Program  Manager 
Washington  Natural  Heritage  Program 
Dept,  of  Natural  Resources 
PO  Box  47014 
Olympia.  WA  98504-7014 

Dear  Mr.  Gamon. 


The  United  States  Air  Force  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  assess 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  Formal  Training  Unit 
(FTU)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1 )  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  Fairchild  AFB  has 
been  selected  as  an  alternative  for  the  MOB  I  mission. 

The  beddown  for  the  MOB  I  mission  would  Include  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three  squadrons. 
The  selected  basing  location  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations  and  maintenance 
support  as  necessary'  to  support  K.C-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each  KC-46A  squadron 
requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and  pilot  and  personnel 
training.  Specific  requirements  for  the  MOB  1  mission  would  include  a  combination  of  new 
construction,  renovation,  alteration,  and  demolition  and  would  occur  in  the  main  portion  of  the  base 
in  previously  developed  areas,  all  on  Fairchild  AFB.  All  construction  or  ground  disturbance  required 
by  this  project  would  be  conducted  within  the  current  base  boundary.  Additional  information  can  be 
found  on  the  project  website  at  www.kc-46A-beddow'n.com. 

The  Air  Force  has  identified  threatened  and  endangered  species  that  could  occur  near 
Fairchild  and  will  be  evaluated  in  the  EIS  (Table  I ).  This  list  Is  based  on  a  review  of  recent 
biological  surveys  conducted  at  Fairchild  AFB  and  other  information  obtained  from  the  U.S  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  website  and  the  Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources  website. 

The  Air  Force  requests  your  agency's  concurrence  with  the  species  list  contained  in  Table  I . 
If  your  agency  has  any  new  or  additional  Information  other  than  that  contained  in  Table  I,  we  request 
that  you  please  provide  comments  by  01  July  2013.  Comments  should  be  sent  directly  to  Ms.  Jean 
Reynolds,  United  States  Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office.  507  Symington  Drive.  Scott  AFB. 
IL  62225-5022  or  to  the  project  website  at  www.kc-46A-beddown.com.  Thank  you  for  your 
assistance  in  this  matter. 


'Commander.  92d  Civil  Engineer  Squadron 


Tabic  I.  Species  Federally  Listed,  Proposed,  and  Candidates  for  Listing  as  Endangered  or 
_ Threatened  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence 
at  Fairchild 
AFB 

Federal* 

State” 

'  Birds  | 

American  white  pelican 

Pelicanus 

erythrorhynchus 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Bald  eagle 

Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 

Delisted. 

BGEPA 

SS 

Yes 

Black-backed  woodpecker 

Picoicies  arcticus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Burrowing  owl 

Athene  cimicuUtria 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Ferruginous  hawk 

Buteo  recalls 

MBTA 

ST 

No 

Flammulated  owl 

Olus  fJammeolus 

SC 

No 

Golden  eagle 

Aquila  chrysaetos 

BGEPA 

SC 

Yes 

Lewis*  woodpecker 

XieUinerpes  lewis 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Loggerhead  shrike 

Lanins  ludovieianus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Merlin 

Falco  columbianus 

MBTA 

SC 

No  : 

Northern  goshawk 

Accipilor  genlilis 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Pileated  woodpecker 

Drycopus  pileatus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Sage  sparrow 

Amphispiza  belli 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Sage  thrasher 

Oreoscoptes  montanus 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Sharp-tailed  grouse 

Tympanuchus 

phasianellus 

ST 

No 

Upland  Sandpiper 

Bartramia  longicauda 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Vaux's  swift 

Chaetura  vaiLxi 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Western  grebe 

A  echmophorous 
occidentalis 

MBTA 

SC 

No 

Fish 

Bull  trout  1  Sahelinus  confluemus  |  FT  |  -  I  No 

Mammals 

Black-tailed  jackrabbit 

Lepus  californicus 

- 

SC 

No 

Townsend's  big-eared  bat 

Conhorhinus 

lownsendii 

- 

SC 

No 

Washington  ground 
squirrel 

Spennophilus 

washingioni 

FC 

SC 

No 

White-tailed  jackrabbit 

Lepus  lownsendii 

- 

SC 

No 

Reptiles/Amphibians  I 

Boreal  toad 

Bufo  boreas 

SC 

No 

Columbia  spotted  frog 

Rana  luieiventris 

SC 

Yes 

Northern  leopard  frog 

Rana  pipens 

- 

SE 

No 

Invertebrates  I 

Juniper  hairstreak 

Mitoura  grynea  barryi 

SC 

No  1 

Mann's  moliusk-eating 
ground  beetle 

Scaphinolus  mannii 

SC 

No 

Shepherd's  pamassian 

Parnassius  clodius 
shepherdi 

• 

SC 

No 

Silver-bordered  fritillary 

Boloria  selene 

- 

sc 

No 
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A.6.2.2  Fairchild  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  2  ( Continued) 

F  002  B  A 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence 
at  Fairchild 
AFB 

Federal" 

State** 

alrocostalis 

Plants 

American  pillwort 

Pilularia  aniericami 

- 

ST 

Yes 

Austin's  knotweed 

Polygonum  aiisliniae 

- 

ST 

No 

Dwarf  rush 

Jimcus  hemiemhius  var. 
hemiandylus 

- 

No 

Grand  redstem 

AmmcmnUi  robusla 

- 

ST 

No 

Howellia 

Howellia  ac/ualilis 

FT 

ST 

No 

Lowland  toothcup 

Rolala  ramosior 

- 

ST 

No 

Northwestern  yellowflax 

Sclerolinon  digynum 

- 

ST 

Yes 

Palouse  goldenweed 

Haplopappus 

lialriformi.i 

‘ 

ST 

No 

Rocky  Mountain  bulrush 

Scirptis  saximontanus 

- 

ST 

No 

Spalding's  catchlly 

Silene  spaldingi 

FT 

ST 

Yes 

Yellow  lady's-slipper 

Cypripedium 

parviflorum 

- 

ST 

No 

Key: 

“U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

‘’Washington  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  the 

Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

FE=Listed  as  endangered  under  ESA 

FT=Listed  as  threatened  under  ESA 

FC=Candidate  for  Federal  listing 

SE=State  listed  as  endangered 

ST=State  listed  as  threatened 

SC=Candidate  for  state  listing 

SS=Siate  listed  sensitive  species 

MBTA= Protected  under  Migratory  Bird  Treaty 

Act 

BGEPA=  Protected  under  the  Bald  and  Golden 
Easile  Protection  Act 

Sources: 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  2012.  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  huei^rated  Naiiiral  Resources  Management  Plan 
20/2-20/rt.  January  2012. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS).  2013.  USFWS  Endangered  Species;  Species  by  County  Report.  Accessed 
06Mav20l3  from  hitD://\vww.f\vs.j!ov/endan2erecl' 

Washington  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  2013,  (WDFG),  2013.  Priority  Habitats  and  Species  List.  Distribution 
bv  Countv.  Accessed  06  Mav  2013  from  httD://wdfw.wa.cov/conservation/Dhs/list/ 

Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (WDNR),  2012.  Accessed  06  May  2013  from 
httn://ww\v.dnr.wa.eov/Paiies/dcfault.asDX 

Air  Force  NEPA  Center  (AFCEC/CZN) 
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A.6.2.4  Fairchild  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  2  Response 


Subject:  RE:  Comments  on  KC-46A  tanker 


|F 002 B A-^ 


—■“Original  Message- 

Prom:  GAMON,  JO^IIN  (DNR)  fmailto:.IOMN.GAMONft7’<lnr.vva.govl 
Sent:  Wedncsdav.  June  26. 2013  2:30  PM 
To;  SELSER.  STEVEN  D  GS-)  1  USAF  AMC  92  CES/CEIE 
Subject;  CommenLs  on  KC-46A  tanker 

Steve  •  I  submitted  comments  on-line  regarding  the  list  of  species  at 
Fairchild-  1  copied  and  pasted  in  below  the  comments  that  I  submitted.  Lei 
me  know  if  you  have  any  questions. 

I'o  Whom  •  1  am  commenting  on  a  table  of  listed  and  candidate  species  known 
to  occur  on  Fairchild  AFB  that  was  pa>vided  to  us  (Washington  Natural 
I  leritage  Program/Dept.  of  Natural  Resources)  in  a  letter  received  on  20  June 
2013.  In  addition  to  those  species  listed  in  the  table,  we  have  documented 
occurrences  on  Fairchild  AFB  of  two  other  rare  plant  species;  Juncus 
uncialis  (inch-high  rush  land  Myosurus  clavicaulis  (mousctail).  Both  arc 
considered  State  Sensitive  by  the  Washington  Natural  Heritage  Program.  If 
you  would  like  additional  information  on  these  two  species,  or  on  any  of  the 
species  in  the  table  attached  to  the  above-referenced  letter,  please  let  me 
know.  Wc’ll  be  happy  to  provide  whatever  information  we  can.  Sincerely.  John 
Gamon  Program  Manager  Washington  Natural  Heritage  Program  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  Olympia.  Washington 

John  Gamon.  Manager 
Natural  Heritage  Pntgram 

Washington  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

1 1 1 1  Washington  Street  SF 

Olympia.  Washington  98504- 70M 

(360)902-1661 

tohn.cumoniVtdnr.wa.tfov 
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A,6,3  Grand  Forks  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letters 

A.6.3. 1  Grand  Forks  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  1 


OEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

AIR  FORCE  CIVIL  ENGINEER  CENTER 
JOINT  BASE  SAN  ANTONIO  LACKLAND  TEXAS 


G_001_B_A 


3-^  March  3013 


Mr.  J  Dale  Clark 

Air  Force  NEPA  Center  (AFCEC/CZN) 

2261  Hughes  Ave.  Suite  155 
Lackland  AFB  TX  78235-9853 

Douglass  PrchaL  Director 
Nortii  Dakota  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 
1600  East  Centuiy  Avenue,  Suite  3 
Bismarck  ND  58503-0649 

Dear  Mr.  Prchal 

The  Umted  States  Air  Force  fAir  FoK'e)  is  preparing  an  Enviroimienlal  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  to  assess  the  potential  enviromnental  consequences  associated  with  the  beddow'n  of  the  Formal 
Trainiiw  Unit  (FTL*)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  I)  oftlie  1CC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 
Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  OK  and  McComiell  AI'B.  KS  are  proposed  for  the  FTU  mission  and 
Altns  AFB,  McConnell  AFB,  Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND  and  Fairchild  AFR,  WA  are  proposed  for  the 
MOB  I  missioii.  No  base  would  receive  both  missions.  Additional  infonnation  on  the  beddown  and 
EIS  process  is  included  in  the  attached  Notice  of  Intent  from  the  March  26,  2013  Federal  Rt^ister. 

The  Air  Force  will  host  four  public  a>me  and  go  open  house  scoping  meetings  in  areas  near 
the  bases  proposed  for  lliis  action  (see  attached  scoinng  brocliure).  Tlie  puii>ose  of  the  meetings  and 
the  scoping  period  is  to  solicit  coninients  on  tlie  scope  of  enviromnental  issues  to  be  aual^Ted  in 
deptli  in  the  EIS.  Public  and  agency  commits  provided  to  tlie  Air  Force  during  the  scoping  period 
will  be  considered  m  tlie  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS.  Additional  mformabon  can  be  found  on  tlie 
project  website  at  ww  w.kc-46A  -bcddow  n.conj , 

We  request  your  particiimtion  and  solicit  scopmg  comments  on  tliis  action.  Please  provide 
any  comments  by  May  17.  2013  directly  to  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds.  United  States  Air  Force. 
AFCEDCZN  Midwest  Office,  507  Symington  Drive,  Scott  AFB.  IL  62225-5022  or  to  the  project 
website  at  \v  w  w  .kc- 46A-lK^idvTW  ri .coni .  Thank  you  for  your  assistance  in  Uiis  matter. 


Sincerely, 


Attachments: 

1  Notice  of  Intent 

2.  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Brochure 
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A.6.3.2  Grand  Forks  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  1  Response 
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Jack  Dalrympit.  Crntmor 
Atari  A  Zimmtmcm.  D/nccnv 


May  9. 2013 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
US  Air  Force 

Midwest  Office  507  Symington  Dr 

AFCECVCZN 

Scott  AFB.  IL  62225-5022 


Re:  US  Air  Force  EIS  KC-46A  Beddown 


Dear  Ms.  Reynolds, 


The  North  Dakota  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  (the  Department)  has  reviewed  the  above  referenced  project 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  Formal  Training  Unit  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft 
at  proposed  site  at  Grand  Forks  Air  Fm-ce  Base. 

Our  agency  scope  of  authority  and  expertise  covers  recreation  and  biological  resources  (in  particular  rare  plants  and 
ecological  communities).  The  project  as  defined  does  not  affect  state  patit  lands  that  we  manage  or  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  recreation  projects  that  we  coordinate. 

One  concern  the  Department  has  is  related  to  the  changes  in  type,  frequency  and  timing  of  aircraft  noise  which  may  be 
increased  as  a  resuhofthe  proposed  project  may  have  on  Turtle  River  State  Park  located  several  miles  west  of  Grand  Forks 
Air  Force  Base. 

The  North  Dakota  Natural  Heritage  biological  conservation  database  has  been  reviewed  to  determine  if  any  plant  or  animal 
species  of  concern  or  other  significant  ecological  communities  are  known  to  occur  within  an  approximate  one-mile  radius 
of  the  project  area.  Based  on  this  review,  we  several  species  of  concern  documented  within  sections  and  in  adjacent  sections 
to  project  area.  Please  see  the  attached  spreadsheet  and  map  for  more  information  on  diese  occurrences. 

We  appreciate  your  commitment  to  rare  plant,  animal  and  ecological  community  conservation,  management  and  inter¬ 
agency  cooperation  to  date.  For  additional  information  please  contact  Kathy  Dunenhelher 

of  our  staff.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  proposed  project. 


Sincerely. 


N/  Jesse  Hanson.  Manager  *' 


Jesse  Hanson.  Manager 
Planning  aitd  Natural  Resources  Division 

R  USNDNH1*2013.0J6KD5  9  MI3DL5.17  J013 
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North  Dakota  Natural  Heritage  Inventory 
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North  Dakota  Natural  Heritage  Inventcvy 
Rare  Animal  and  Plant  Spades  and  Significant  EcologJcai  Communities 


State 

Rar\k 

Global 

Rank 

Federal 

»8tUS 

Township  Range  Section 

County 

last 

Observation 

estimated 

Representation 

Accuracy 

Precision 

Andropogongerardll  -  (sorghrastrum 

nutaru  -  muhlenbergla  richardsonU) 

6NR 

152N052W-20 

Grand  Porks 

19954J9-27 

S 

Uamagrostls  strkta  •  carex  sartweilll  -  c. 

S7ST 

GNR 

152N0S2W-2O 

Grand  Forks 

1995-09-27 

s 

Calamagrostls  stricta  -  carex  sartweilll  -  c 

WT 

GNR 

152N052W-33 

Grand  Forks 

1995-09-27 

5 

SNR 

G5T5 

152N052W  •  32: 151N052W  -  04;  152N052W  -  28: 

1S2NOS2W  -  30;  152N052W  -  31;  151N052W  -  06; 
IS2N0S2W  •  29:  IS1N0S2W  -  OS:  152N052W  -  33 

Grand  Forks 

1973437-17 

M 

Fraainus  pennsylvardca  -  celtis  spp.  -  tllla 

Eastern  Hardwood 

S3 

GNR 

IS2N053W  - 11;  IS2N053W  •  14 

Grand  Forks 

1993-10 

S 

Notropis  anoftcnus 

Pugnose  Shiner 

$1 

G3 

IS2N0S3W  -  02;  152N0S3W  - 11;  152N053W  - 15; 

153N0S2W  -  31;  152N053W  - 14;  1S2N053W  -  03; 
152N053W  -  01;  1S2NOS3W  - 12;  152N053W  - 10; 
1S2N053W  l3;153N0S3W-35;l53NO53W-36 

Grand  Forks 

1982-064)4 

M 

S 

River-creek 

Sitta  canadensis 

Red-breasted  Nuthatch 

51 

54 

GNR 

G5 

1S2N053W-14 

Grand  Forks 

1991-10 

5 

I 

8 

'oD 

'> 

h 


North  Dakota  Natural  Heritage  Inventory  Biological  and  Conservation  Data  Disclaimer 

The  quantity  and  quality  of  data  collected  by  the  North  Dakota  Natural  Heritage  Inventory  are  dependent  on  the  research  and  observations  of  many 
individuals  and  organaalions.  In  most  cases,  this  information  is  not  the  result  of  comprehensive  or  site-specific  field  surveys;  many  natural  areas  in  North 
Dakota  have  never  been  thoroughly  surveyed,  and  new  species  are  still  being  discovered.  For  these  reasons,  the  Natural  Heritage  Inventory  cannot  provide  a 
definite  statement  on  the  presence,  absence,  or  condition  of  biological  elements  in  any  part  of  North  Dakota.  Natural  Heritage  data  summarize  the  existing 
Information  known  at  the  time  of  the  request  Our  data  are  continually  upgraded  and  information  is  continually  being  added  to  the  database.  This  data 
should  never  be  regarded  as  final  statements  on  the  elements  or  areas  that  are  being  considered,  nor  should  they  be  substituted  for  on-sIte  surveys. 

Estimated  Representation  Accuracy 

Value  that  indicates  the  approximate  percentage  of  the  Etemenl  Occurrence  Representation  (EO  Rep)  that  was  observed  to  be  occupied  by  the  species  or 
community  (versus  buffer  area  added  for  locational  uncertainty).  Use  of  estimated  representation  accuracy  provides  a  common  index  for  the  consistent 
comparison  of  EO  reps,  thus  helping  to  ensure  that  aggregated  data  are  correctly  analyzed  and  Interpreted. 

Very  high  (>9S%) 

High  (>80%,  <»  9S%) 

Medium  (>20%.  80%) 

Low|>0%,  <=  20%) 

Unknown 

(null) -Not  assessed 


Precision 

A  single-letter  code  for  the  precision  used  to  map  the  Element  Occurrence  (EO)  on  a  U.S,  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  7  S'  lor  15')  topographic  quadrangle  map, 
based  on  the  previous  Heritage  methodology  In  which  EOs  were  located  on  paper  maps  using  dots. 

S  •  Seconds;  accuracy  of  locality  mappable  within  a  three-second  radius;  100  meters  from  the  centerpoint 
M  -  Minute:  accuracy  of  locality  mappable  within  a  one-minute  radius;  2  km  from  the  centerpoint 
G  •  General:  accuracy  of  locality  mappalbe  to  map  or  place  name  precision  only;  8  km  from  centerpoint 
U  -  Unmappable 
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A.6.3.2  Grand  Forks  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  1  Response  ( Continued) 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.6.3.3  Grand  Forks  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  2 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS  319TH  AIR  BASE  WING  (AMC) 
GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE.  NORTH  DAKOTA 


G_002_B_A 


Lt  Col  Edward  P.  Phillips 

3I9CES/CC  JUN  1  9  2013 

525  Tuskfgce  Airmen  Blvd 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  ND  58205-6434 

Terr>'  Sleinwand.  Director 
North  Dakota  Game  aitd  Fish  DeparUnent 
lOON.  Bismarck  Expressway 
Bismarck.  ND  58501-5095 

Dear  Mr.  Slenwand. 

The  United  Slale.s  Air  Force  (USAF)  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  to  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  asstKiated  with  the  beddown  of  the 
Formal  Training  Unit  (FfU)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1 )  ofthe  KC-46A  tanker 
aircraft.  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  (GFAFB)  has  been  selected  as  a  candidate  for  the  MOB  1 
mission. 

The  beddown  for  the  MOB  1  mission  would  include  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three 
squadrons.  I'hc  selected  basing  kxiation  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations 
and  maintenance  suppoil  as  neccs.sary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each 
KC-46A  squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and 
pilot  and  personnel  training,  Specific  requirements  for  the  MOB  I  mission  would  include  a 
combination  of  new  construction,  renovation,  alteration,  and  demolition  and  would  occur  in  the 
main  portion  of  the  ba.se  on  GF  AFB.  All  construction  or  ground  disturbance  required  by  this 
project  would  be  conducted  within  the  current  ba.se  boundary.  Additional  information  can  be 
found  on  the  project  website  at  \v’ww.kc-46A-bcddown.com. 

I’hc  USAF  has  identified  threatened  and  endangered  species  that  could  occur  near  or  on 
Grand  Forks  AFB  and  svill  be  evaluated  in  the  EIS.  ITicsc  species  are  attached  to  this  letter  for 
your  review.  This  information  is  ba.sed  on  recent  biological  surveys  conducted  on  the  installation 
and  other  information  obtained  from  the  IJ.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  North  Dakota  Parks 
and  Recreation  Department  and  the  ND  Fish  and  Game  Department  websites. 

The  USAF  requests  your  agency’s  concurrence  with  tlic  species  list  contained  in  the 
Attachment.  If  your  agency  has  any  new  or  additional  information,  wc  request  that  you  please 
provide  comments  within  30  days  of  receipt.  Comments  should  be  sent  directly  to  Ms.  Jean 
Reynolds.  United  Stales  Air  Force.  AFCEC/CZN  Midwest  Office,  507  Symington  Drive.  Scott 
AFB,  IL  62225-5022  or  to  the  project  website  at  w^w ■kc-46  A-beddo wn .com .  Thank  you  for 
your  assistance  in  tills  matter. 


G  002_B_A 


Sincerely, 

EDWARD  P.  PHILLIPS.  Lt  Col,  USAF 
Commander,  319th  Civil  Engineer  Squardon 


Attachment: 

'Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  List 
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Attachment  ~  Species  Federally  Listed,  Proposed,  and  Candidates  for  Listing  as 
Endangered  or  Threatened  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  at 
Grand  Forks 

AFB 

Federal* 

State'’ 

BIKUS 

WhooDinc  Crane 

Crus  omericana 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Bald  Eagle 

Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 

MBTA. 

BGEPA 

SE 

Yes 

American  Avocct 

Recurvirostra 

americana 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

American  BiUem 

Boluunis 

lenllginosus 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

American  White  Pelican 

Pelecanus 

eiythrorhvnchos 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Black  Tern 

Chlidoniai  niger 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Black-billed  Cuckoo 

Coccycus 

en,-thropihatmia 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Bobolink 

DoUchonyx 

orysivorus 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Canvasback 

Aythya 

valisimria 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Chcslnui'collarcd  Longspiir 

Calcun'iis 

omatus 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Chestnut-sided  Warbler 

Setophuga 

ptum'lumicu 

MBTA 

S3,  NDCWCS 

Yes 

Common  Goldeneye 

Bucepholo 

chmsula 

MBTA 

S3.  NDCWCS 

Yes 

DickcisscI 

Spiza  amerk'unu 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Ferruginous  Hawk 

Buteo  regalls 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Franklin’s  Gull 

Leucophaeus 

eiDixcan 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Golden  Eagle 

Aquila  chrysaelos 

MBTA. 

BGEPA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Grasshopper  Sparrow 

.Immodrainus 

sux'unnariim 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Green  Heron 

BuhtruK’s 

virtfscens 

MBTA 

S3,  ND  eWeS 

Yes 

Hooded  Merganser 

LophcKiyies 

cuculUuus 

MBTA 

S3.  ND  eweS 

Yes 

Homed  Grebe 

FuJiceps  auritus 

MBIA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Lark  Bunting 

Cfilamosplza 

nielaniKftrvs 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Lc  Conte’s  Sparrow 

Annnodratiius 

h'caufdi 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Marbled  Godwii 

Lhnosu  feJoa 

MBTA 

ND  CWC5 

Yes 

Merlin 

Filial 

adiinihiiriiis 

MBTA 

S2,  ND  eweS 

Yes 

Nelson's  Shan}-iailed 

Auvnodrannis 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Sparrow 

nelsoni 

Northern  Harrier 

Chvus  evaneus 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Northern  Pintail 

Anas  acuta 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Peregrine  Falcon 

Falco  perezr'mus 

MBTA 

SI.  NDCWCS 

Yes 

Philadelphia  VIreo 

Vireo 

philadelphicus 

MBTA 

S3 

Yes 

Pileated  Woodpecker 

Dryocopus 

pileatus 

MBTA 

S3 

Yes 

Redhead 

Aythya 

americana 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Red-headed  Woodpecker 

Melanerpes 

ervthrocephalus 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Sedge  Wren 

Cistothorus 

plalensis 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Sharp-tailed  Grouse 

Tympanuchus 

phasianellus 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Shon-eared  Owl 

Asia  flammeus 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Sprague’s  Pipit 

Anthus  spragueii 

MBTA.  C 

S3.  NDCWCS 

No 

Swainson's  Hawk 

Buteo  swainsoni 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Swamp  Sparrow 

Melospiza 

seorziana 

MBTA 

S3 

Yes 

Upland  Sandpiper 

Bartramia 

lonzicauda 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

White-throated  Sparrow 

Zonotrichia 

albicollis 

MBTA 

S3 

Yes 

Willet 

Tringa 

semipalmata 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Wilson's  Phalarope 

Phalaropus 

tricolor 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Yellow  Rail 

Cotumicops 

noveboracensis 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

PLANTS 

Eastern  prickly  gooseberry 

Ribes  cynosbati 

S3 

Yes 

Dutchman’s  breeches 

Dicentra 

cucuilaria 

SI 

Yes 

Lesser  yellow  lady’s 
slipper 

Cypripedium 
parvijlorum  var. 
panfiflorum 

S2/S3 

Yes 

White  lady’s  slipper 

Cypripedium 

candidtan 

S2/S3 

Yes 

Other 

Common  Snapping  Turtle 

Chelydra 

serpentina 

NDCWCS,  NDCC 
20.1-06-16 

Yes 

Canadian  Toad 

Bufo  hymiophyrs 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Mapleleaf 

Quadrulo 

auadruta 

83,  NDCWCS 

Yes 

Fisher 

Maries  pennanti 

82.  NDCC  20.1. 
07-03. 

Yes 

Key: 

8EF>Sttle-listed  as  endangered  under 
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'U.S.  Fish  and  WildliTe  Service 

North  Dakota  Parks  and  Recreation  Departmertt 
"North  Dakota  Pish  and  Game  Department 

the  Nature  Preserves  Act 
MBTA-Protected  under  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act 

BGEPA*  Protected  under  the  Bald  attd 
Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act 

C  =  Federal  Candidate  for  T&E 

Program 

SI"Stace>listed  critically  imperiled 

S2*  State-listed  imperiled 

S3=  State-listed  rare  or  uncomnton 

ND  eweS  *  North  Dakota  Special 
Programs,  Comprehensive  Wildlife 
Conservation  Strategy,  100  Species  of 
Conservation  Priority 

NOCC  North  Dakota  Century  Code 

Soorcca: 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  20 1  i .  Integrated  Natural  Resoh 
Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota.  Air  Mobility  Command,  319th  Air  B 

North  Dakota  Natural  Heritage  Program  (NDNHP),  2013. 
htlD://www.Da^krec.nd.20v/natu^e^erilBge.html 

trees  Management  Plan.  Grand  Forks 
ase  Wing.  November  201 1 . 

Accesses  06  May  2013  from 

leered  Species;  Species  by  County 

lakota  Fish  and  Game  Department. 

nd.vnv/oeneral-infhrmaiinn/norih-daknta- 

U,S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS).  2013.  USFWS  Ends 
Reoort.  Accessed  06  Mav  2013  from  hrtD://www.fws.cov/endancer 

North  Dakota’s  100  Species  of  Conservation  Priority,  2004.  North  D 

North  Dakota  Centurv  Code  tNDCO  2011  from  httn://www.leei!>. 
cenlurv-cnde 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS  319TH  AIR  BASE  WING  (AMC| 
GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  NORTH  DAKOTA 


Lt  Col  Edward  P.  Phillips 
319CES/CC 

525  Tuskegee  Airmen  Blvd 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  ND  58205-6434 

Jeflrcy  Towner/Ficid  Supervisor 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
North  Dakota  Field  Office 
3425  Miriam  Avenue 
Bismarck,  ND  58501-7926 

Dear  Mr.  Towner, 


JUN  1  9  2013 


The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  to  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the 
Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  fii^l  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  I )  of  the  KC-46A  tanker 
aircraft.  Grand  Forks  Air  F'orce  Base  (OFAFB)  has  been  selected  as  a  candidate  for  the  MOB  1 
mission. 

The  beddown  for  the  MOB  1  mis.sion  would  include  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three 
squadrons.  The  selected  ba.sing  location  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations 
and  maintenance  support  as  necessary  to  .support  KC-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each 
KC-46A  squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and 
pilot  and  personnel  training.  Specific  requirements  for  the  MOB  1  mission  would  include  a 
combination  of  new  construction,  renovation,  alteration,  and  demolition  and  would  occur  in  the 
main  portion  of  the  base  on  GFAFB.  All  construction  or  ground  disturbance  required  by  this 
project  would  be  conducted  within  the  current  base  boundary.  Additional  information  can  be 
found  on  the  project  website  at  www.kc-46A-beddown.com. 

The  USAF  has  identified  threatened  and  endangered  .species  that  could  occur  near  or  on 
Cirand  Forks  AFB  and  will  he  evaluated  in  the  EIS.  These  species  arc  attached  to  this  letter  for 
your  review,  This  infonnalion  is  based  on  recent  biological  surveys  conducted  on  the  installation 
and  other  infonnation  obtained  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  North  Dakota  Parks 
and  Recreation  Department  and  the  ND  Fish  and  Game  Department  websites. 

TTie  USAF  requests  your  agency’s  concurrence  with  the  species  list  contained  in  the 
Attachment.  If  your  agency  has  any  new  or  additional  information,  we  request  that  you  plea.se 
provide  comments  within  30  days  of  receipt.  Comments  should  be  sent  directly  to  Ms.  Jean 
Reynolds,  United  States  Air  Force.  AFCF,C/CZN  Midwest  Office,  507  Symington  Drive,  Scott 


G  003  B  A 


AFB,  IL  62225-5022  or  to  the  project  website  at  www.kc-46A-bcddown.com.  Thank  you  for 
your  assistance  in  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 

cotL 

F:DWARD  P.  PHILLIPS,  Ll  Col,  USAF 
Commander,  3 1 9th  Civil  Engineer  Squardon 

Attachment: 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  List 
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Attuchment  >>  Species  Federally  Listed,  Proposed,  and  Candidates  for  Listing  as 
Endangered  or  Threatened  under  the  Endangered  Spceics  Act 


Common  Name 

Scicnliric  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  at 
Grand  Forks 
AFB 

Federal" 

Staie^ 

Birds 

Whoooine  Crane 

Grus  umericiina 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Bald  Eagle 

Haliaeelus 

leucocephahts 

MBTA, 

BGEPA 

SE 

Yes 

American  Avoccl 

Recurvirosiru 

americana 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yea 

American  Bittern 

Botaurux 

lenlisinosiis 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

American  White  Pelican 

Pelecamts 

eryihrorhvnchos 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Black  Tern 

Chlidonias  niRer 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Black-billed  Cuckoo 

Coccyzus 

er\‘lhropthalmiis 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Bobolink 

Dolichonyx 

oniivonis 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Canvasback 

Aylhya 

valisineriu 

MBTA 

ND  eWeS 

Yes 

Chestnut-collared  Longspur 

Colcarius 

omaliis 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Chestnut-sided  Warbler 

Sefophugu 

pensvivanica 

MBTA 

S3.  ND  eweS 

Yes 

Common  Goldeneye 

Biicephah 

clanRula 

MBTA 

S3,  NDCWCS 

Yes 

DickcisscI 

Spiza  americana 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yea 

Ferruainous  Hawk 

Buteo  regalis 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Franklin's  Gull 

Leucophaeue 

DKMxcan 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Golden  Eagle 

Aquila  chrysaelos 

MBTA. 

BGEPA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Grasshopper  Sparrow 

AinmftdrLiinii.s 

savaiwarum 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Green  Heron 

Bnlnrh/c.s 

viri-scens 

MBTA 

S3.  NDCWCS 

Yes 

Hooded  Merganser 

t.ophoJyicx 

citciillafiix 

MBTA 

S3.  NDCWCS 

Yes 

Homed  Grebe 

Podiceps  aiiriiiu 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Lark  Bunting 

Calamaspiza 

inclunoan-vs 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Le  Conte's  Sparrow 

Ammitdmmus 

MB!  A 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Marbled  Godwii 

l.imti.su  /I'doii 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Merlin 

Fako 

coinm/hiriii.'i 

MBIA 

S2.  ND  eweS 

Yes 

Nelson's  Sharp-tailed 

Anvmidramu\ 

MBTA 

ND  ewes 

Yes 

Spam>w 

nelsoni 

Northern  Harrier 

Circus  evaneus 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Northern  Pintail 

Anas  acuta 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Peregrine  Falcon 

Falco  pereerinus 

MBTA 

SI,  NDCWCS 

Yes 

Philadelphia  Vireo 

Vireo 

philadelphicus 

MBTA 

S3 

Yes 

Piieated  Woodpecker 

Dryacopus 

pilealus 

MBTA 

S3 

Yes 

Redhead 

Aythya 

americana 

MBTA 

ND  eWeS 

Yes 

Red-headed  Woodpecker 

Melanerpes 

ervthrocephalus 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Sedge  Wren 

Cistothorus 

plaiensis 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Sharp-tailed  Grouse 

Tympanuchtts 

phasianellus 

MBTA 

ND  eWeS 

Yes 

Short-eared  Owl 

Asia  flammeus 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Sprague's  Pipit 

Anihus  sprasnieii 

MBTA.  C 

S3.  ND  eweS 

No 

Swainson’s  Hawk 

Buteo  swafnsoni 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Swamp  Sparrow 

Metospiza 

eeoreiana 

MBTA 

S3 

Yes 

Upland  Sandpiper 

Bartramia 

hnticauda 

MBTA 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

White-throated  Sparrow 

Zonotrlchia 

albicollis 

MBTA 

S3 

Yes 

Willet 

Tringa 

semipalmata 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Wilson's  Phalarope 

Phalaropus 

tricolor 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

Yellow  Rail 

Coturnicops 

noveboracertsis 

MBTA 

ND  eweS 

Yes 

PLANTS 

Eastern  prickly  gooseberry 

Ribes  evnosbaii 

S3 

Yes 

Dutchman's  breeches 

Dicentra 

cucuilaria 

- 

SI 

Yes 

Lesser  yellow  lady’s 
slipper 

Cypripedium 
parviflorum  var. 
parviflorum 

S2/S3 

Yes 

White  lady's  slipper 

Cypripedium 

candidum 

S2/S3 

Yes 

Otuek 

Common  Snapping  Turtle 

Chelydra 

serpentina 

• 

ND  eweS.  hJDCC 
20.1-06-16 

Yes 

Canadian  Toad 

Bufo  hvmiophvrs 

. 

NDCWCS 

Yes 

Mapteleaf 

Quadrula 

Quodrula 

S3.  NDCWCS 

Yes 

Fisher 

Maries  pennanti 

' 

S2,NDCC20.I- 

07-03. 

Yes 

K,y; 

SEsStaae-Hsted  as  endangered  under 
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the  Nature  Preserves  Act 
MBTA^Protected  under  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act 

BGEPA°*=  Protected  under  the  Batd  and 
Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act 
C  -  Federal  Candidate  for  T&£ 

Program 

Sl=Stale'listed  critically  imperiled 
S2*  State-listed  imperiled 
S3*  State-listed  rare  or  uncommon 
ND  eweS  *  North  Dakota  Special 
Programs,  Comprehensive  Wildlife 
Conservation  Strategy.  100  Species  of 
Conservation  Priority 

_  l^roCC  »  North  Dakota  Century  Code 

"Souftw 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  2011.  Integrated  Natural  Resources  Management  Plan,  Grand  Forks 
Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota.  Air  Mobility  Command,  3 19th  Air  Base  Wing.  November  201 1 . 

North  Dakota  Natural  Heritage  Program  (NDNHP),  2013.  Accesses  06  May  2013  from 
httD://www.Darkrec.nd.gov/natur^eritage.html 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS),  2013.  USFWS  Endangered  Species;  Species  by  County 
Report.  Accessed  06  May  20 1 3  from  htto://wwvv.fws.gov/endaneerett/ 

North  Dakota’s  100  Species  of  Conservation  Priority,  2004.  North  Dakota  Fish  and  Game  Department. 

North  Dakota  Century  Code  (NDCC)  2013  from  hltn^^/www.legis.nd.gov/generBl-informalion/north-dakoia- 
century-code 


^.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

^orth  Dakota  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 

^orth  Dakota  Fish  and  Game  Department 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS  319TH  AIR  BASE  WING  (AMD) 
GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE.  NORTH  DAKOTA 


G  004  B  A 


319CES/CD 

525  Tuskegce  Ainncn  {3lvd 
Grand  Forks  AFB.  ND  58205-6434 


Daniel  E.  Cimarosti,  North  Dakota  Program  Manager  g^p  2$  2013 

North  Dakota  Regulatory  OfTicc 

US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

1513  South  12"' Street 

Bismarck.  ND  58504 

Dear  Mr.  Cimarosli 

The  Air  Force  is  in  the  process  of  selecting  a  base  for  the  new  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 
The  Air  Force  has  indicated  that  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  is  the  preferred  location  for 
this  mission,  but  Grand  Forks  and  two  other  installations  arc  being  analyzed  as  alternatives  in  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  The  EIS  is  currently  being  prepared  to  evaluate  the 
environmental  comscquenccs  of  bringing  this  new  mission  to  each  of  the  four  bases.  The  attached 
wetland  delineation  report  (Atch  1 )  was  prepared  to  identify  potential  wetland  impacts  should 
Grand  Forks  AFB  be  selected  for  this  mission.  The  project  area  is  located  in  T152.  R53. 

Sections  23  and  26. 

The  wetland  delineation  report  was  completed  by  SAIC,  government  contractor,  using 
the  Great  Plains  USAGE  manual  to  update  the  existing  wetland  inventory  and  determine  the 
presence  of  wetlands.  Some  previously  delineated  wetlands  were  determined  Juiisdiclional  by 
your  office,  specifically  the  wetland  FLN-06  .system  in  2005.  Resultant  forms  from  each  data 
point  are  available  for  your  review  describing  field  conditions  in  the  appendix  of  the  prepared 
wetland  delineation  (Atch  I ).  Two  maps  have  been  constructed  to  show  the  wetland  locations 
and  the  associated  watershed  area  (Atch  2). 


G_0CM_B_A 


FLE-20 

0.43 

PEM 

Existing  Wetland/Drainage 

Ditch 

FLE-2S 

0.03 

PEM 

new  delineation 

FLE-26 

0.46 

PEM 

new  delineation 

FLE-27 

0.29 

PEM 

new  delineation 

FLE-28 

0.23 

PEM 

new  delineation 

FLE-29 

0.1 

PEM 

new  delineation 

FLE-30 

0-33 

PEM 

new  delineation 

FLf-31 

0.01 

PEM 

new  delineation 

KC-Dl 

0.16 

PEM 

new  delineation,  drainage 
ditch 

KC-02 

0.09 

PEM 

new  delineation,  drainage 
ditch 

KC-D3 

0.4 

PEM 

new  delineation,  drainage 
ditch 

KC-Wl 

0.21 

PEM 

new  delineation 

NES-24 

0.02 

PEM 

new  delineation 

NES-25 

0.82 

PEM 

new  delineation 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  direct  them  to  Ms.  Kristen  Rundquist,  Natural 
Resources  Manager,  at  701-747-4774.  Thank  you. 


Deputy  Base  Civil  Engineer 


GFAFB  requests  that  a  jurisdictional  delemiinalion  be  conducted  by  the  USAGE  on  the 
provided  wetland  delineation  materials.  Based  on  preliminary  plans  for  a  potential  beddown  of 
KC46A  tanker  aircraft,  construction  activities  could  result  in  unavoidable  impacts  to  wetlands. 
Please  indicate  whether  or  not  wetlands  in  the  below  table  are  jurisdictional  and  regulated  bv  the 
USAGE. 


Attachments: 

1.  Wetland  Delineation  Report  on  CD 

2.  Welland  Maps 


Wetland  ID 

Acreage 

NWI 

Comments 

FLE-19 

5.26 

PEM 

Existing  boundaries  of  this 
wetland  were  expanded  during 
field  delineation.  0.21  acres 
are  "new". 

Final 


A.6-18 


March  2014 


Final  A.6-19  March  2014 


I 


o 


I 

I 


o 

o 

□3 

> 


Attachment  2  -  Project  Location 
for  KC46A  Beddown 


Wetlands 

\Miite  Section  Lines 
#  Culverts 
Project  Area 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
AIR  FORCE  CIVIL  ENGINEER  CENTER 
JOINT  BASE  SAN  ANTONIO  UCKUND  TEXAS 


G_005 _P_A 

Subsianiivc  commems  presentwl  at  ihe  public  hearings  and  subiniticd  to  the  USAF  will 
be  considered  in  the  Final  HIS.  Comments  must  be  postmarked  b>  25  November  2013  tor 
incorporation  into  the  Final  EIS.  Ouesttoiis  or  urmments  can  be  submitted  via  the  website  or  to 
the  Air  Force  Civil  Fjtgineer  Center  (AFCEC)  project  point-of-conlact:  M.s.  Jean  Reynolds.  2261 
Hughes  Ave..  Sic.  155,  JBSA  Lackland.  rX  78235-9853.  Additional  information  can  be  found 
on  the  project  website  listed  above 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  INTERESTED  INDIVIDUALS.  ORGANIZATIONS. 

PUBLIC  GROUPS,  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES  AND  OTHERS  SEP  2  6  2013 

FROM:  AFCEC/CZN 

2261  Hughes  Ave,  Suite  155 
JBSA  Lackland,  TX  78236-9853 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  K.C-46A  Formal  Training 
Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown 

We  are  pleased  to  provide  you  with  a  copy  of  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU) 
and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Draft  EIS.  This  document  is  provided  in  accordance 
with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  Libraries  are  requested  to  have  this 
document  remain  available  throughout  the  45-day  public  comment  period  which  ends  on  25 
November  2013.  This  document  is  also  available  online  at  hnD:/^v>  ww.kc-46a-beddown.com. 

Notification  of  the  availability  of  the  Draft  EIS  will  appear  in  the  Federal  Register  on  1 1 
October  2013.  The  EIS  analyzes  alternative  actions  for  the  U.S.  Air  Force's  (USAF's)  proposal 
to  beddown  KC-46A  aircraft,  construct  supporting  infrastructure,  provide  appropriate  manpower 
and  conduct  KC-46A  flight  operations. 

As  listed  below,  the  USAF  will  hold  four  public  hearings  on  the  Draft  EIS  between  28 
October  and  7  November  2013.  The  purpose  of  the  hearings  is  to  receive  public  and  agency  input 
on  the  proposed  action/altcmatives  and  the  Draft  EIS  analysis.  ITie  hearings  will  also  be 
announced  through  local  media. 


Sincerely, 


j.dWle  ci.ark:gs.i4  ia 


1(AFCKC/C2N) 
eWif,  Air  Force  NEPA  Center 
F.nviromnenial  Directorate 


October  28,  2013 

Altus  AFB 

Altus  City  Auditorium.  300  E.  Commerce.  Altus,  OK 
73521 

October  30, 2013 

McConnell  AFB 

Eugene  M.  Hughes  Metropolitan  Complex.  Room 

1 80.  50 1 5  E.  29th  Street  N.,  Wichita,  KS  67260 

November  5.  2013 

Fairchild  AFB 

The  Lincoln  Center,  Monroe  Ballroom,  1 3 1 6  N. 

Lincoln  Street,  Spokane.  WA  99201 

November  7,  201 3 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

Alerus  Center.  Hawk  Meeting  Room.  1 200  42nd 

Street  South.,  Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 
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A.6.3. 7  Grand  Forks  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  5  Response 


Iy  NORTH  DAKOTA 

y  DEPAHTMENT,./  HEALTH 


G_005_B_A-R1 

environmental  HEAL rn  SECTION 

Cold  Seal  Cenler.  9l8  E  0  vide  Ave 
SismarcK.  ND  58501 -ISU? 

7(11  328  5200  (fax, 
»vw>^.naheai!H  gov 


//' 


OciotKT  14,201.1 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
I  nltcd  Stales  Air  Force 
AFC'IC'-C/V 

2261  Uughes  Avc..  Stc.  155 
JRSA  Lackland.  IX  78216-9S51 

Op^fdiino  Maw  Hcdiio«„ 

Orand  t-orks  AI  B.  Grand  I  orks  Couniy.  North  Dakota 
Dear  Vis.  Reynolds 

dale  ‘'“a"','.';''”'  "’l  Ihc  abovc-iL-lca-nced  pmicci  submined  under 

dale  ol  SLptLmhi.r  .6.  -01...  wiih  rcspeei  to  possible  envipinnicntal  impaeis 

eonslruct.on  wdl  be  mmor  and 

Lommenir  ^  <.'-'"sin.etion.  ,se  hale  .he  following 

I  All  neeessar>  measures  must  be  laker,  lo  rninimi/e  lugil.ve  dusi  emis.sioris  ereated  during 
cl'l^t^-  mOTnr "  '''i “n  eiriciem  and 

■  ‘■■^'ivily  near  any  water  olThe  slate  to  n.inin.iiie  adserse-  elTec.s 

X,h,ranH^b  i"* dud  hanks  to  prevent  eveess 
hast'  eol  tv?  area  as  soon  as  possible  alter  work 

reeetnetr^f  ivueh  the 

tn  ”  ix  d  "■“‘"''••"diiee.  and'or  the  handling  of  fuels  on  ihe  site.  Guidelines  for 

nirnimierng  degradation  to  waterways  during  eoiistruction  are  allaehed 

Ittb' ‘''t''’"'!!;”'  ""’T  ^ ‘“^h.Tnre  storm  water  runoIT 

rntm  .•  ''  ''“■'‘“‘'''='’>''•("1  of  vegetation  or  other  permanent  eover.  lunher 

.nformatron  on  ,1k-  storm  water  poTmit  may  be  obtained  Irom  the  Department's  website  or  bv  ealling 

thel)ivisu)norWutcrDu.'jlity(701. 328.5210).  '>v.imng 

the  theihty  iseurrently  eovered  by  the  NDl-DHS  induslrral  storm  water  pennit.  Ihe  Depanment 

tlett  m  to'tt  "  '"'provemen.s  ean  he  meorpora.ed  as  par,  ol  any 

de  ehn-rnen  or  redeselopment  projeet.  Cheek  wilh  loeal  r.lT.eials  ro  be  sure  anv  loeal  st.rrTwater 
i!iumji:cniciil  ctm'iidcfaimns  .trc  addrCNScd. 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 


G  005  B  A-R1 


October  14.2013 


m.r,er,almus.bl.aeet'  thttatt‘'dr  ' 

pollution  control  rulc.s.  33-15-13-02  of  the  North  Dakotu  arr 

rceommended  mulllcr  in  good  working  ,tT'Noistff"ct""’'"'t''E “ 

*■ 

.LiX  ss='ts'':r 

z  "if.T''"?  »f.~  «.  *»  i,  w  , 

menlalion  Plan  for  the  Control  of  Air  Pollulion  for  .hTsu.et  Not  Dt^'''""' 
suCi.““  rAtvtottttf’  -  ‘hv-  above-refea-need 

II  you  huse  any  questrons  regarding  our  comments,  please  feel  free  to  eontae.  this  olliee 
Sinccrciv. 


David  GJatLRl...  Chief 
Fnvin^nmentai  Health  Section 

LDG:cc 

Attach, 


Env«fr)ndt.i.n*a  Htwn- 

T^C  jI  » ’>-»!  I 
jTij 


O’V.Kiir.d 
A-  QvxV.l;' 

70*  'a-  AlO,' 


OiwMWi  ••<  3  . 

Ma~arwi  ; 

"••.rJS62li  '--..•a  ”, 
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A.6.3. 7  Grand  Forks  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  5  Response  ( Continued) 


IJ  NORTH  DAKOTA 

2l  DEPARTMENT../  HEALTH 


ENVIRONMENTAt  HEALTH  SECTION 
Golcj  S631  yi8  E  0ivid*3  Avk 

Bismtjrc*  ND  58501  iy47 
701  320  5200  (fax) 
wiiWi'  tidbeallh  gov 


G,005_B_A.R1 


Construction  andEnYirpnmsnl?l  Disturbance  R_e(iiJlremenls 

These  represent  the  minimum  requirements  of  the  North  Dakota  Department  ol  Health 
They  ensure  that  minimal  environmental  degradation  occurs  as  a  reLit  of  conslrurtion 
wrelaleo  work  which  has  the  potential  to  affect  the  waters  of  the  State  of  North  Dakota 
snil^Ti^f  r  ^  a'ltl  implemented  to  restrict  the  losses  or  disturbances  of 

soil,  vegetative  cover,  and  pollutants  (chemical  or  biological)  from  a  site. 

Soils 

evamnilT fnH  '^^^'’‘"9  sediments  being  transported, 

hav  hain«  im  restricted  to.  sediment  dams  or  berms,  diversion  dikes, 

hay  bales  as  erosion  checks,  riprap,  mesh  or  burlap  blankets  to  hold  soil  dunnq 
ronstmaion.  and  immediately  establishing  vegetative  cover  on  disturbed  areas  after 
instruction  ,s  completed.  Fragile  and  sensitive  areas  such  as  wetlands,  ripanan 

-getanon 

Surface  Waters 

managed  to 

insTr^rt  ioTc  S®  r  ‘9®  “lamination  of  water  at 

and  (del  spillage,  lubricants,  and  chemicals,  by  following  safe  storage 

m  mfr,  ^  ^  pfocedures.  Stream  bank  and  stream  bed  disturbances  will  be  controlled 
to  minirnize  and/or  prevent  sill  movement,  nutrient  upsurges,  plant  dislocation,  and  any 

neaf “e  of  pestiades  or  herbicides  in  or 
near  these  systems  is  forbidden  without  approval  from  this  Department 

Fill  Material 

^y  nil  malenal  placed  below  the  high  water  mark  must  be  free  of  top  soils 
decom^sable  malenals,  and  persistent  synthetic  organic  compounds  (in  toxic 
concentrations).  This  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  asphalt,  tires,  treated  lumber  and 

ms"must  bT  ""  malenals.  All  temporary 

i!n  removed.  Debns  and  solid  wastes  will  be  removed  from  the  site  and  the 

Impacted  areas  restored  as  nearly  as  possible  to  the  original  condition 


Env.fijf*ni®nt8l  HoiAh 

Seaton  (W$  0^08 
701  328  StSO 


Oiviwini)i 
701  328.5188 


DnnMimof 
Municipal  Facilitia& 
701328  5211 


DfVRMn 

WBsto  M«na3«in«cH 
701328  5186 


ONiBonof 
Wilur  Ouaiffy 
701  328  5210 
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A.6.4  McConnell  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letters 

A.6.4. 1  McConnell  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  1 


M  001  B  A 


DEPARTMENT  OK  THE  AIR  FORCE 
22D  Civil.  l-NGINHF-R  SQUADRON  (AMC) 
McCONNHI-L  AIR  l-ORCK  BASE.  KANSAS  67221 


JUN  J  2  2013 

Ll  Col  Jason  J.  Loschinskey 
Base  Civil  Engineer 
53000  Hutchinson  Si.  Sic  5 
McConnell  AFB  KS  67221 


Mr.  Mike  LcVallcy 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Kansas  Ecological  Services  Field  Office 

2609  Anderson  Avenue 

Manhallan  KS  66502 

Dear  Mr.  LcVallcy 

The  United  Slates  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(HIS)  lo  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the 
Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  I )  of  the  KC-46A  tanker 
aircraft.  McConnell  AFB  has  been  selected  as  an  alternative  for  cither  the  Fl’U  mission  or  the 
MOB  I  mission.  I'hc  base  would  not  receive  both  missions. 

The  beddown  for  the  F  fU  would  include  up  to  eight  KC*46A  tanker  aircrall  for  one 
squadron  at  one  ba.se;  and  the  beddowm  for  the  MOB  lof  36  KC*46A  aircraft  for  three  .squadrons 
at  one  base.  The  selected  basing  locations  would  need  lo  accommodate  training,  flight  operations 
and  maintenance  support  as  ncccssarv'  to  support  KC-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each 
KC-46A  squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and 
pilot  and  personnel  training.  Specific  requirements  vary  between  the  FTU  and  MOB  I  mission 
but  all  improvements  would  include  a  combination  of  new  construction,  renovation,  alteration, 
and  demolition  and  would  occur  in  the  main  portion  of  the  base  in  previously  developed  areas, 
all  at  McConnell  AFB.  All  con.struclion  or  ground  disturbance  required  by  this  project  would  be 
conducted  within  the  current  base  boundary.  Additional  information  can  be  found  on  the  project 
website  at  www.kc-46A-beddown.com. 

The  Air  Force  has  identified  threatened  and  endangered  .species  that  could  occur  near 
McConnell  AFB  and  will  be  evaluated  for  potential  impact  as  part  of  the  HIS  (Attachment  1). 
This  list  is  ba.scd  on  a  review  of  recent  biological  surveys  conducted  at  McConnell  AFB  and 
other  information  obtained  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  website  and  the  Kansas 
Natural  Heritage  Inventory  website. 


M_001_B_A 

The  Air  Force  requests  your  agency’s  concurrence  with  the  species  list  contained  in 
Attachment  t.  If  your  agency  has  any  new  or  additional  information  other  than  that  contained  in 
Attachment  1.  we  request  dial  you  please  provide  comments  by  01  July  2013.  Comments  should 
be  sent  directly  to  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds.  United  States  Air  Force.  AFCEC/CZN.  Bldg.  171. 2261 
Hughes  Avc,  Stc  155.  Lackland  AFB.  fX  78236-9853  or  lo  the  project  website  at  w\vw.kc-46A- 
bcddown.com.  Thank  you  for  your  assistance  in  this  matter. 


Attachment 

Potentially  Occurring  T&E  Species 


JASON  T  LOSCHINKSHY/Ll  Col.  USAF 
Base  Civil  Engineer 


WE  ANSWER  THE  CALL  OF  OTHERS.. .SO  THEY  MAY  PREVAIL 
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A.6.4.1  McConnell  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  1  (Continued) 


M_001_B_A 


A((achiiien(  I 

Species  Federally  Listed.  Proposed,  and  Candidulcs  for  Lisliiii;  as  F.ndangered  or  Threatened  under  the 
_ Endangered  Species  Act _ 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  at 
McConnell  AFB 

Federal*  I  State* 

Birds 

Eskimo  curlew 

Nwnenius  borealis 

M13TA 

SE 

No 

Interior  least  tern 

Stenia  ontiUarwn 

FE,  MBTA 

SE 

No 

PereKiine  falcon 

Falco  peresfimis 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Piping  plover 

Churadriiis  melodti'i 

MBIA 

SE 

No 

Snowy  plover 

ChoraJrius 

alexunJhnits 

MBTA 

ST 

No 

Whooping  crane 

Grits  atnerkana 

FE,  MBTA 

SE 

No 

Fl.Sil 

Arkansas  darter 

Eifieosionui  cragini 

FC 

ST 

No 

Arkansas  River  Shiner 

Etheostama  cragini 

SE 

No 

Arkansas  River  Speckled 
Chub 

Maerhyhopsis  letraiiema 

SE 

No 

Silver  chub 

iKfacrhyhopsi.s 

.storeriuna 

- 

SE 

No 

Mammals 

Eastern  spotted  skunk  I  Spiloaale  puloriu.s 

1  ST  1  No 

Key; 

*U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

'^Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife.  Parks  and  Tourism 

FB^Listed  as  endangered  under  BSA 

FC-Candidatc  for  F^eral  listing 

MBTA  Protected  under  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act 
SB~Siatc  listed  as  endangered 

ST^Statc  listed  as  threatened 

Sources: 

Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife,  Parks  and  lourism  (KDWPT),  2005.  Kansas  County  Listing  ofT&B  and  SINC;  d 
Coimry  by  County  Guide  to  Species  lusted  as  Threatened  Eitdangered  and  Species  in  Need  of  Conservation  in 
Kansas  by  the  Slate  and  Federal  Governments 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  2004.  United  States  Air  Force,  McConnell  Atr  Force  Base  Updated  Integrated 
Natural  Resources  Munagenieni  Plan.  January  2004. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS),  2013.  USFWS  Endangered  Species;  Species  by  County  Report.  Accessed 
06  Mav  2013  from  htto;//www.(ws.cov/endanuered/ 
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A.6.4.2  McConnell  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  1  Response 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIO'  ShRVICK 

K»hjb»  Etolooca!  Scrvtre*  PeU  Omce 
Anihctwun  Awkh.' 

MwihJtuni.  KanM»  M?03^1K>I 
July  8. 20 1 3 

Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN,  Bldg.  171 
2261  Uughev  Ave.,  Suite  155 
Uckland  AFD,  TX  7S236 

RE:  FrUorMOB  1  at  McConnell  AFB;  Sedgwick  County.  KS  6441 1-201 3-C*PA-0387 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds; 

On  June  21 . 2013  wc  received  a  leller  from  Jason  Loschinksey  regarding  tlic  polentiul  lor 
McConnell  Air  Force  Base  in  Wichita,  Kansas,  to  be  the  site  of  an  citponded  missiou  that  would 
result  in  new  construction,  renovation,  altoraiion  and  demolition.  All  activities  would  occur  in 
already-developed  areas  witliin  Uic  boundsnes  of  the  base.  Mr.  Loschinksi^’s  letter  requested 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  concurrence  with  n  list  of  threntenod  and  endangered  species  included 
for  assessment. 

I  concur  the  list  provided  in  bw  letter  included  all  federally-listed  species  that  may  occur  wirlhn 
die  project  area,  i  further  concur  wiUi  his  ddcnninalicm  that  none  of  these  species  should  occur 
on  McConnell  AFB  or  be  affet’led  by  Ihc  proposed  activities.  No  tiirthcr  consulUiUun  will  be 
required  pursuant  to  section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Thank  you  for  this  oppominity  to  review  Oie  proposal  and  provide  input,  if  you  have  furilicr 
comments  or  questions,  plca.se  contact  Dnn  Mulhei-n  of  tills  ofticc  ui  785-539-3474,  ext.  J  09. 


Sinccri 


Hcatlicr  whdlnw 
Field  Supervisor 


cc:  KUWPI,  Pratt,  KS  (F.coJogical  Services) 
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A.6.4.3  McConnell  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  2 


M_002_B_A 


OKPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
’2D  CIVIL  ENOINEKR  SQUADRON  (AMC) 
McCONNEI.l.  AIR  KORCK  BASK.  KANSAS  6722 1 


Lt  Col  Jason  J.  Loschinskcy 

Base  Civil  Engineer  ouav  y 

53000  Hutchinson  St.  Sle  5 
McConnell  AFB  KS  67221 


Brian  Bartels.  Ecologist 
Ecological  Services 

Kansas  Dcpl.  of  Wildlife.  Parks,  and  Tourism 
512  SE  25‘*’Ave 
Pratt,  KS  67124 

Dear  Mr  Bartels 


M_002^B_A 

The  Air  Force  requests  your  agency’s  concurrence  with  the  species  list  contained  in 
Attachment  1 .  If  your  agency  has  any  new  or  additional  information  other  than  that  contained  in 
Attachment  1,  we  request  that  you  please  provide  comments  by  01  July  2013.  Comments  should 
be  sent  directly  to  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds,  United  States  Air  Force.  AFCEC/CZN.  Bldg.  171. 2261 
Hughes  Avc,  Ste  1 55,  Lackland  AFB.  TX  78236-9853  or  to  the  project  website  at  wwAv.kc-46A- 
beddown.com.  'Hiank  you  for  your  assistance  in  thi.s  matter. 


Attachment 

Potentially  Occurring  T&E  Species 


JASON  J.aOSCHlNKSEY/Lt  Col,  USAF 


Base  Civil  Engineer 


The  United  Slates  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  is  preparing  an  1-nvironmcntal  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  to  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the 
Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1 )  of  the  KC-46A  tanker 
aircraft.  McConnell  AFB  has  been  selected  as  an  alternative  for  cither  the  F'FU  mission  or  the 
MOB  I  mission.  The  base  would  not  receive  both  missions. 

The  beddown  for  the  FFU  would  include  up  to  eight  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  for  one 
squadron  at  one  base;  and  the  beddown  for  the  MOB  lof  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three  squadrons 
at  one  base.  The  selected  basing  locations  vs’ould  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations 
and  maintenance  support  as  necessary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each 
KC-46A  squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and 
pilot  and  personnel  training.  Specific  requirements  vary  between  the  FTU  and  MOB  I  mission 
but  all  improvements  would  include  a  combination  of  new  construction,  renovation,  alteration, 
and  demolition  and  would  occur  in  the  main  portion  of  the  base  in  previously  developed  areas, 
all  at  McConnell  AFB.  All  construction  or  ground  disturbance  required  by  this  project  would  be 
conducted  within  the  current  base  boundary.  Additional  information  can  be  found  on  the  project 
website  at  www.kc-46A-bcddown.com. 

The  Air  Force  has  identified  threatened  and  endangered  species  that  could  occur  near 
McConnell  AFB  and  will  be  evaluated  for  potential  impact  as  part  of  the  EIS  (Attachment  1 ). 
This  list  Is  based  on  a  review  of  recent  biological  surveys  conducted  at  McConnell  AFB  iuid 
other  information  obtained  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  website  and  the  Kansas 
Natural  Heritage  Inventory  website. 


WE  ANSWER  THE  CALL  OF  OTHERS.. .SO  THEY  MAY  PREVAIL 
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A.6.4.3  McConnell  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  2  ( Continued) 


M_002_B_A 


Attachment  1 

Species  Federally  Listed,  Proposed,  and  Candidates  for  Listing  us  Rndangcred  or  Threatened  under  the 
_ Endangered  Species  Act _ 


Common  Name 

Scientilic  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  at 
McCtxmell  AFB 

Federal*  1  State^ 

Birds 

Eskimo  curlew 

Nuinenius  borealis 

M13TA 

SE 

No 

Interior  least  tern 

Sterna  untillaruin 

FE.  MHTA 

SE 

No 

Peregrine  falcon 

Falcu  peresrtnus 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Pioine  plover 

Charadrius  nielodtis 

MBTA 

SE 

No 

Snowy  plover 

Churadrim 

alexaiidrhitis 

MBT'A 

ST 

No 

Whooping  crane 

Gnus  itinericana 

FE,  MBTA 

SE 

No 

Fish 

Arkansas  darter 

F.theostonut  crasini 

rc 

ST 

No 

Arkansas  River  Shiner 

Etheostama  cragim 

SE 

No 

Arkansas  River  Speckled 
Chub 

Klacrhybopsi.s  tetrunemu 

SE 

No 

Silver  chub 

MacrhybnpsLs 

storeriuno 

SE 

No 

Mammals 

(tastem  spotted  skunk  I  Spilogale  nutorius 

1  ST  i  No 

Key: 

*U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife.  Porks  and  Tourism 

FF.’Listcd  as  endangered  under  ESA 

FC"Candidaie  for  Federal  listing 

MBTA  ’Protected  under  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act 

SE  ^Stalc  listed  as  endangered 

ST  -State  listed  a.s  threatened 

Sources: 

Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife,  Parks  and  Tourism  (KDWPT),  2005.  Kansas  Counly  Listing  ofT&E  and  SINC:  A 
County  by  County  Guide  to  Species  Listed  as  Threatened  Endangered  and  Species  in  Need  of  Conservation  in 
Kansas  by  the  State  and  Federal  Guvernments. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  2004.  United  States  Air  Force,  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  Updated  hue}(rated 
Natural  Resources  Management  Piatt.  January  2004. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS),  2013.  USFWS  Endangered  Species:  Species  by  County  Report.  Accessed 
06  Mov  2013  from  htto://www.fws.Eov/cndancercd/ 
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A.6.4.4  McConnell  AFB  Natural  Resources  Consultation  Letter  2  Response 


M_002_B_A_R1 


tTOATVAU/D 

lW»  k»V« 

R-ilMn  iMMHiHk  I  Sam  Ui«»moi 

17  luly  30n 

Jean  Rcy-nuhls 
United  Air  force 
AFCEC/CZN.  Bld{5  I7i 
Hughes  Ave.  Ste  1$5 
Lackland  AFEi.  fX  7g2i6-VKj3 

Dear  Ms  Rc)7i0lds' 

KL:  KDWrfTAE  Review  concerning  eonstructiott  of  PI  U  and  MOBI  in  Sedgwich  County. 

We  have  reviewed  the  uifonnation  for  the  proposed  F'lC)  and  MOBI  at  McConnell  AFB  m  ijedgwick  County.  The 
project  was  reviewed  for  potential  impacts  on  crucial  wildlife  hnbiuiis,  curreiii  slate- listed  (hnmiened  and 
endangered  species  and  species  in  need  of  conservaliuni  and  Kansas  Dcpartinenl  of  Wildlife^  Parks,  and  Tourism 
manui^  ureas  for  which  this  agency  has  administrative  auiluiriiy. 

We  have  no  ohjectinns  to  the  proposed  project  and  provide  the  following  general  recommendminns: 

•  Incorporate  prinriptes  nf  low  impact  development  (l.tD),  such  as  permeable  asphalt  pavement,  swales, 
bioretention,  rningardens  and  on-ille  phyinremrdiatMin. 

For  more  Information  on  LID  .<<1  v  iIm.  s  .-mmu  S|w,  |,,i 

•  Implement  and  maintain  standard  eroshin-conirol  Best-Matiagemenl-Pracdees  such  as  sill  fencing, 
hn><'tira<**balr  ditch  checks.  rroiion'>contrt)l  blankets,  storm-drain'inlct  pmieciion  and  lempnniry  weed- 
free  seedine/mulchine. 

•  Reseed  with  native  wartn-veasnn  grasses  and  fnrbs.  We  recommend  selecting  from  Hare  and  Declining 
Habitat,  Mis  9/NRC$  643. 

Results  of  OUT  review  mdiciite  lltcre  will  be  nu  significant  impacts  lu  crucial  wilJtilc  iiabilaU,  tlicicluie.  no  special 
mitigation  meaMires  ms  recommended.  Phe  project  will  not  impact  any  pubik  fecrcallanal  areas.  ni>r  could  we 
document  any  potential  impocts  to  currcnily-ltsicd  threatened  or  endangered  species  or  species  in  need  of 
conservation.  No  Depanment  of  Wildlife,  Parks,  and  Tourism  permits  or  special  authorizations  will  be  needed  it 
construction  n  itnrted  whh'n  one  yeor,  and  no  design  changes  arc  made  m  the  project  plans 

Since  iho  Deportment's  lecieotionBl  land  obligations  and  the  State's  species  listings  ^icrindkally  change.  If 
construction  has  not  started  within  urK  year  of  tills  date,  or  if  design  clianges  arc  made  ui  the  project  plaiu,  the 
project  sponsor  must  contact  this^  office  to  verify  continued  applicability  of  tliu  assessment  icpon  For  our  purposes, 
wc  consider  consmiction  started  when  odvenisements  forbids  arc  disirihutcd. 

Vhank  you  lor  the  oppoiiunity  to  provide  dieac  comments  and  recoiumciKUiions.  Please  le<  nic  know  if  you  hove 
ary  questions  or  evneems  about  the  preceding  informulion 

Sincerely. 

Brian  Bartels,  Ecniogict 
Fcologlcal  Services  Section 


Ref:  D6.1000 
Sedgwick 
Tmck'  2m3048S3 
l-ibS-KOie-Sec.  12 


Kansas 

Uepanmrm  of  Vt  ildlire,  Parks 
flndlounfm 


Pran  Operations  Office 
512  SE  25* *  Avt..  Pr«l.  KS  67I24-III7< 

Hhiine  e2i>-673-59l  I  Fax  620-672-0020  www.kdwp  siate.ks.u^ 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.7.1.2  Draft  EIS  Memorandum 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
AIR  FORCE  CIVIL  ENGINEER  CENTER 
JOINT  BASE  SAN  ANTONIO  WCKLAND  TEXAS 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  INTERESTED  INDIVIDUALS,  ORGANIZATIONS, 

PUBLIC  GROUPS,  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES  AND  OTHERS  SEP  2  b  2013 

FROM:  AFCEC/CZN 

2261  Hughes  Ave,  Suite  155 
JBSA  Lackland,  TX  78236-9853 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training 
Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  I )  Beddown 

We  are  pleased  to  provide  you  with  a  copy  of  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unii  (FTU) 
and  Firm  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Draft  EIS.  This  document  is  provided  in  accordance 
with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  Libraries  are  requested  to  have  this 
document  remain  available  throughout  the  45-day  public  comment  period  which  ends  on  25 
November  2013.  This  document  is  also  available  online  at  hjtji:'  w  ww.kc-4fKi-hedduwii.uiiii. 

Notification  of  the  availability  of  the  Draft  EIS  will  appear  in  the  Federal  Register  on  1 1 
October  2013.  The  EIS  analyzes  alternative  actions  for  the  U.S.  Air  Force’s  (USAF’s)  proposal 
to  beddown  KC-46A  aircraft,  construct  supporting  infrastructure,  provide  appropriate  manpower 
and  conduct  KC-46A  flight  operations. 

As  listed  below,  the  USAF  will  hold  four  public  hearings  on  the  Draft  EIS  between  28 
October  and  7  November  2013.  The  purpose  of  the  hearings  is  to  receive  public  and  agency  input 
on  the  proposed  action/altcmatives  and  the  Draft  EIS  analysis.  The  hearings  will  also  be 
announced  through  local  media. 


Substantive  comments  presented  at  the  public  hearings  and  submitted  to  the  USAF  will 
be  considered  in  the  Final  EIS.  Comments  must  be  postmarked  by  25  November  2013  for 
incorporation  into  the  Final  EIS.  Questions  or  comments  can  be  submitted  via  the  website  or  to 
the  Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center  (AFCEC)  project  point-of-contact:  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds,  2261 
Hughes  Ave.,  Ste.  155,  JBSA  Lackland.  TX  78236-9853.  Additional  information  can  be  found 
on  the  project  website  listed  above. 


Sincerely, 


LE  CLARKrGS-14  (AFCEC/CZN) 
^f,  Air  Force  NEPA  Center 
Environmental  Directorate 


October  28.  2013 

Altus  AFB 

Altus  City  Auditorium,  300  E.  Commerce,  Altus,  OK 
73521 

October  30. 2013 

McConnell  AFB 

Eugene  M.  Hughes  Metropolitan  Complex,  Room 

180, 5015  E,  29th  Street  N„  Wichita,  KS  67260 

November  5, 20J3 

Fairchild  AFB 

The  Lincoln  Center,  Monroe  Ballroom,  1316  N. 
Lincoln  Street,  Spokane,  WA  99201 

November  7,  2013 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

Alerus  Center.  Hawk  Meeting  Room,  1200  42nd 

Street  Soutli.,  Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 
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A.7.1.3  Postcards 


KC^6A 

13397  Lakefront  Drive 

Suite  100 

Earth  City.  MO  63045 

Public  Hearing  Meeting  Oates  and 
Locations  -  Please  Attend! 

The  public  hearing  venues  will  open  at  5:00  p.m. 

At  approximately  5:30  p.m..  the  hearing  will  be 

called  to  order,  followed  by  a  USAF  presentation 
and  an  opportunity  for  public  testjrrxmy.  The 
hearing  venue  will  close  at  8:00  p.m. 

Oct  28.  2013  Altus  AFB,  Altus  City 
Auditorium.  300  E. 

Commerce,  Altus,  OK 

Oct  30, 2013  McConnell  AFB.  Eugene 
M  Hughes  Metropolitan 
Complex,  Room  180,  5015 
E.  29th  Street  N.,  Wichita.  KS 

Nov.  5, 2013  Fairchild  AFB,  The  Lincoln 
Center,  Monroe  Ballroom, 

1316  N  Lincoln  Street 
Spokane.  WA 

Nov.  7, 2013  Grand  Forks  AFB,  Alems 

Center.  Hawk  Meeting  Room 
1200 42nd  streets.. 

Grand  Forks,  ND 


Fol  Un  Opaov  Bat  IMOS  il 


KC-46A^ 

Beddown 


The  U.S  Air  Force  (USAF)  has  orepared  a  Draft  Enwonmentai  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  pubkc  review  The  Draft  EIS  jnctudes  analysis  of  the 
potential  environmental  mpacts  associated  with  the  proposal  to  beddown 
KC46A  tanker  aircraft  associated  Infrastructure,  and  manpower  for  the 
Formal  Trainng  Unit  (FTU}  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  at 
existing  active  duty  USAF  nstallabons  within  the  continental  United  States. 

The  USAF  is  soicding  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  from  interested  local, 
state,  and  federal  agencies,  as  well  as  interested  members  of  the  public 
and  others  The  USAF  will  hold  public  hearings,  advertised  on  the  back  of 
this  postcard,  to  provide  the  public  with  an  opportunity  to  learn  about  the 
proposal  and  provide  input 

Review  of  the  Draft  EIS  is  an  important  pan  of  Ihe  enwonmental  process.  Public 
rpm  supports  he  USAF  n  making  nfonned  decisions.  Please  review  a  copy  of 
Ihe  Draft  EIS  and  provide  comments.  Copes  can  ee  obtained  as  lolcws 

B  Download  a  copy  from;  )inm.KC-46A-beddowacom. 

B  Review  a  hardcopy  at  one  of  the  kbraries  listed  to  the  right. 

B  Request  a  hardcopy  or  electronic  copy  on  CD  from  the  contact  below 

Please  submit  comments  on  tbe  Draft  EIS  before 
November  25, 2013,  at  the  public  hearings  or  in  writing  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds,  USAF  AFCECXZN,  2261  Hughes  Avenue,  Suite  155. 
JBSA  Lackland  AFB.  TX  78236-9653 
Comments  may  also  be  submitted  electronically  to: 
»wvw.KC-46A-beddowti  com 


Ubranes  Holding  Copies  of  ttie  Draft  EIS; 

■  Altus  Pubfcc  Ubi^.  421 N.  Hudson  Street,  Altus.  OK 

■  Landon  Pubic  Library  ttO  SW4th  Street  Lawton.  OK 

*  Altus  AFB  Base  Library,  108  E  Avenue,  Buidng  6S. 
Altus  AFB.  OK 

*  AmariloPublicLtiraiy  413  SouSieastilh  Avenue 
AmahHoTX 

*  Western  Plains  Library  Sysiem,  501 S.  28ti  Street 
CMon,OK 

«  Uafwn  Public  Library.  1306  9lh  Street  Liitback.TX 

*  Summergien  Ubraiy  4205  Basswood  Boulevard. 
FortWorti.TX 

*  Spokane  Public  Library,  906  West  Main  Avenue. 
Spokane.  WA 

*  ^avduUAFBUferary.  2W  Castle  Street. 
‘^archldAFB.WA 

*  Grand  Forks  PiMc  Library.  2110  Library  Ode. 

Grand  Forks,  ND 

*  Grand  ForksAFB  Library.  511  Holzapple  Street 
Grand  Forks  AFB,  NO 

*  Cenbaf  library,  223  S.  Main.  Wichita.  KS 

■  UcConnel  AFB  Library.  53476  Wkdiita  Street 
Buil(ing412.  McConnell  AFB,  KS 

*  Topeka  &  Shawnee  County  Public  library.  tSIS 
Southwest  top!  Avenue  Topeka  KS 
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A.7.1.3  Postcards  (Continued) 


KC-46A 

13397  Lakefront  Drive 
Suite  100 

Earth  City.  MO  63045 

Public  Hearings 
for  the  KC-46A 
FTU  &  MOB  1 
Beddown  EIS 
Postponed 

Public  hearings  that  were  scheduled  for 
October  28  for  Altus  AFB  and  October  30 
for  McConnell  AFB  have  been  postponed 
due  to  the  government  shutdown.  These 
hearings  will  be  rescheduled;  and  the 
new  dates  will  be  provided  in  additional 
mailings,  newspaper  advertisements,  and 
on  the  project  website  Depending  upon  the 
length  of  the  shutdown,  the  public  hearings 
scheduled  for  November  5  for  Fairchild  AFB 
and  November  7  for  Grand  Forks  AFB  may 
be  postponed  as  well.  Please  check  the 
website  for  the  latest  information. 


RrtTrvngUrffTUiS 
FbI  U«i  Bsm  iMX  1 1 

KC-46A^ 

Beddown 


PUBLIC  HEARINGS  FOR  THE  KC-46A 
FTU  and  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAFT  EIS 
HAVE  BEEN  POSTPONED. 

The  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  has  prepared  a  Draft  Envrorrmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  for  pubhc  review  The  Draft  EIS  Is  now  avadable  for  public  review  and  comment; 
however,  the  puUic  hearings  that  were  scheduled  for  October  28  and  30  have 
been  postponed  due  to  the  government  shutdown.  The  public  hearings  schedtied 
for  November  5  and  7  may  be  postponed  as  wel.  New  dates  for  pubkc  hearings 
will  be  scheduled  once  the  government  shutdown  has  concluded  These  dates  will 
be  provided  by  additional  mabngs.  newspaper  advertisements  and  on  the  protect 
website 

Cwrent  informatwn  and  protect  updates  will  be  posted  at 
WWW.  KC-4€A-beddown,coni 

The  pubic  comment  period  was  previously  scheduled  to  end  on  November  25. 20 13 
This  period  wi  be  extended  to  allow  suitable  time  for  pubic  comment  after  the  public 
hearings  are  held 

Questions  or  comments  may  be  submitted  to; 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds.  LfSAF  AFCEC/CZN.  2261  Huc^  Avenue  Suite  155, 
JBSA  Lackland  AFB,  TX  78236-9853 
Comments  may  also  be  submitted  electronically  to: 
www.KC-4£A-be<ldown.com 
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A.7.1.3  Postcards  (Continued) 


KC-46A 

13397  Lakefront  Drive 

Suite  100 

Earth  City.  MO  63045 

Public  Hearing  Rescheduled 
New  Dates  and  Locations! 

The  public  hearing  venues  will  open  at  5:00  p.m. 

At  approximately  5:30  p.m.,  the  hearing  will  be 

called  to  order,  followed  by  a  USAF  presentation 
and  an  opportunity  for  public  comment.  The 
hearing  venue  win  close  at  8:00  p  m 

Nov.  12,  2013  McConnell  AFB,  Eugene 
M.  Hughes  Metropolitan 
Complex,  Room  180. 5015 
E.  29th  Street  N..  Wichita,  KS 

Nov.  14.  2013  Altus  AFB,  Southwest 
Technology  Center. 

711  W.  Tamarack  Road, 

Altus,  OK 

Nov.  18. 2013  Grand  Forks  AFB,  Alerus 

Center,  Hawk  Meeting  Room, 
1200  42nd  Street  S., 

Grand  Forks,  ND 

Nov.  20.  2013  Fairchild  AFB,  The  Lincoln 
Center,  Monroe  Ballroom, 

1316  N  Lincoln  Street 
Spokane,  WA 


PUBLIC  HEARINGS  FOR  THE  KC-46A 
FTU  and  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAFT  EIS 
HAVE  BEEN  RESCHEDULED. 

The  U  S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  has  released  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  public  review  and  comment.  However,  the  public  hearings 
that  were  scheduled  for  October  28  and  30  and  November  5  and  7  were 
postponed  due  to  the  government  shutdown.  These  public  heamgs  have  now 
been  rescheduled  The  new  date,  time,  and  location  Information  for  each  of 
the  public  heanngs  is  shown  on  the  reverse  side  of  this  postcard  and  on  the 
protect  website 


Current  information  and  project  updates  wil  be  posted  at: 
www.KC'46A-beddown.com 

The  public  comment  period  was  previously  scheduled  to  end  on  November  25, 
2013.  Due  to  delays  associated  with  the  government  shutdown,  this  period  has 
been  extended  to  end  on  December  9,  2013. 

Questions  or  comments  may  be  submitted  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds,  USAFAFCECXZN,  2/61  Hughes  Avenue,  Suite  155, 
JBSA  Lackland  AFB,  TX  78236-9853 

Comments  may  also  be  submitted  electronically  to: 
www.KC-46A-beddowacom 
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A.7.1.4  Newspaper  Advertisements  and  Media  Releases 


Table  A-2.  Newspaper  Advertisements,  Public  Service  Announcements,  and  Press  Releases 


Media  Format 

Postponed  Public  Hearing 
Release/Publication  Date(s) 

Newspaper  Advertisements 

Altus  Times  (Altus  AFB,  OK) 

Sunday,  27  October  2013 

Wichita  Eagle  (McConnell  AFB,  KS) 

Sunday,  27  October  2013 

Amarillo  Globe  News  (Amarillo  International  Airport,  TX) 

Sunday,  27  October  2013 

Clinton  Daily  News  (Clinton- Sherman  Airport,  OK) 

Saturday,  26  October  2013 

Fort  Worth  Star-Telegram  (Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport,  TX) 

Sunday,  27  October  2013 

Lawton  Constitution  (Lawton-Ft.  Sill  Regional  Airport,  OK) 

Sunday,  27  October  2013 

Lubbock  Avalanche- Journal  (Lubbock  International  Airport,  TX) 

Sunday,  27  October  2013 

Topeka  Capital-Journal  (Forbes  Field,  KS) 

Sunday,  27  October  2013 

Spokesman-Review  (Fairchild  AFB,  WA) 

Sunday,  27  October  2013 

Grand  Forks  Herald  (Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND) 

Sunday,  27  October  2013 

Public  Service  Announcements  and  Press  Releases 

Altus  AFB,  OK 

27  October  through  14  November  2013 

McConnell  AFB,  KS 

27  October  through  12  November  2013 

Fairchild  AFB,  WA 

27  October  through  20  November  2013 

Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND 

27  October  through  18  November  2013 
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A.7.1.4  Newspaper  Advertisements  and  Media  Releases  ( Continued) 


-  B  10  Main 

PAOEB10-  ..'HOA.  •  jtVt _ 

NORTHWEST 


TMi  tPQKESMAW-WtflPiW 


That’s 

NEWS 

to  you 


H«r«  «e  the  erawers  (&  m  week's  newt 

qwiz 

1.  E  'Mear  Neture  Near  Perfect'  is  noton 
the  cGtfi  'Qty  ot  Chotee*  s. 

2.  A.  KSPS  was  formerly  »  part  of  Spokane 
Pubkc  Schods 

S.  D.  The  averege  rent  for  «i  aoertment  m 
Spokane  in  2013  «  S699.  »t  was  $697  In 
20(2 

4.  A  Grimes  recsiveO  the  French  legion  of 


Honor  last  week  for  his  services  in  the  war 
that  heloeO  iiberatt  France  from  Nazi 
German  ocoipaoon 

Sb  C  Don  James'  Wasfingtors  Hvokies  wont 
Q-0  and  shared  CN  natioi>al  champioRShW 
tnS9l 

Now  that  you've  had  a  chance  to  warm  up 
your  riews  sense,  why  nnt  go  online  to 
spokesman  com/rtewsouiz'  Top  entnes  go 


Into  a  drawing  lor  a  SSO  gift  card  to  the 
Oavenport  Hotel,  and  all  entries  (Ns  weel 
go  mto  a  drawing  for  rnovie  tickets.  To  grve 
our  newspaper  readers  a  leg  up.  some  oi 
(he  questaons  m  this  quiz  a^o  appear 


Flariagan  of  Spckane.  who  won  the  grfi 
card,  and  Steve  Ooodmaneen,  of  Pest  FaM; 
who  won  rcKwie  itckecs 


(Jay  ciuiple 
attend 
B|)lii-ata 
i  ligli  dance 

Macklemerp  IrtvNwd 
couple  onstogc  for 
big  dartce  cfUMUon 

By  KaKUn  Gillespie 
•• 

As  ihv  final  rrotee  nf 
MacUemore  and  Ryan  Iw- 
WLs'  'Same  Love'  died  in 
the  Spolanr  Arena  >m 
tfkdnndey  luglk.  a  high 
KhnnI  senior  nailed  her 
prifriand  Mi|!e. 

'I  kitew  I  Uktd  girls  since 
I  was  (he  age  of  4.  hot  you 
were  die  tu^  girl  I  ever  fell 
InlovewHh,’  GphrslaHigh 
School  teniur  McKym  Jo- 
coheon  told  Cbcliie  Price 
before  uking  her  to  Satur¬ 
day's  lioniecomine  dance. 
The  two  were  dw  first 
(ipealy  py  couple  ever  in 
attend  (lie  dance. 

The  crowd  enipicd  into 
dieeni  as  the  enuple  em- 

“1  started  crying  on- 
<up,"  said  I'rioe,  e  nesb- 
man  at  Eastcro  Washing¬ 
ton  Uraveruhr.  ‘Tt  was 
really  heartwarmihg-" 

Jsciihsun  tried  locaman 
Maddemore  alvMH  a 
niontli  before  (he  concert 
to  act  the  nwmcal  np.  bat 

Kt  up  when  she  didn't 
r  anything.  But  on  a 
whan,  .racoheon's  mnther, 
OonMhy  Harris,  coniacicd 
Macllemore's  media 
rcscflCstive  the  day  of  uic 

'McKyna  and  her  dad 
and  t  wvnrott  the  way  over 
to  the  oMiceit,  and  •■( 
dw  producers  ailed  us  and 
said,  ‘Hey.  we  want  !■>  make 
this  happen,’ "  Hairia  said, 
'll  literally  happened  that 
day." 

Jacobson  kept  the  call  a 
secret  from  Price,  preseut- 
Inq  her  with  a  pair  of  Imck- 
stage  passes.  Price  liiought 
the  two  were  Just  Jibing  to 
bang  out  (here  snd  Itaien  to 
a  few  songs  Then  Maekle- 


Eptvata  High  School  senior  McKwialiwBgwi,  left, 
asked  her  gktirlend.  Chehle  Price,  to  the  edv^'s 
homecomfog  dance  onstage  at  the  Macklemora  asd 
Ryan  Lewis  coiKari  In  Spokaw  on  Wednesday. 


@  On  tilt  Web; 

Video  of 

McKyna  Jacobson 
aMyghorgegnend 


more  celled  them  onstage 
after  n^frirming  'Same 
Love,'  nis  platiiiuBi-selling 
song  abool  marriage  cquaF 
ity- 

“It  was  realhr  anu/ing 
and  hand<Hng,'  Janibsnn 
said,  "When  we  walked  out 
on  the  sti^.  It  was  instant 

rnament  'was  rally 
genuine, '  Harris  said. 

'Tliey'D  remeniber  this 
for  the  rest  of  their  lives,'' 
Harris  said.  *U  was  a  really 
great  affirming  moment.' 

rbe  two  hare  been  dat- 
iiwforUlitionlhs-Theymet 
when  they  were  playing  on 
opposing  high  ichool  MS' 


kelball  teams.  Price  ia  a 
graduate  of  Ptnsaer 
.Scliool . 

ITiuir  rclslionsltgi  start¬ 
ed  in  seciet.  Price  snd.  The 
two  dated  l»r  ala  inntrtini 
witluoM  lelEng  anyone, 
(hen  Price  moved  in  with 
JacolMn  and  her  family 
last  summer  before  sbe 
started  college. 

'We've  come  a  long 
ivay,'  Price  said. 

Sunday  was  a  whirl* 
wind  lor  the  couple-  They 

K  their  hair  and  naib 
w.  (hen  snapped  a  few 
qwk  photon  oefore  the 
nde  with  six  of  their 
frienda  in  a  limn  in  Leaven¬ 
worth  for  dinner  before  the 
dance  M  Ephrtla. 

But  iCt  not  the  ^atntir- 
otis  details  Jacobson  said 
shell  rermmhrr  abnul  ihe 
oi^.  It's  the  step  toward 
equality  the  couple  is  (ak- 
ing,  she  said. 

'I  want  to  remember 
maUigt  (hat  slilemriil  and 
lielping  other  kids  realize 
its  OK."  Jacobaon  said. 


Providence 
proudly 
welcomes 
Rebecca 
Muntean,  MD 
to  our  team. 


toT'/inw*  I 
uHtnuawaodi 


Robocca  R.  MuntMn,  MD,  ND,  FACR. 
recgntly  folned  FTovKtenco 
Rhgumatology  Or  Miintuan  Is  board 
cartrtied  in  Intomal  medlon«,  and 
tpedalizes  in  rlieumatology  and 
naturopathic  medk  ine. 


Wenatchee  stops  pot  shops 


Aaoetatad  Pra» 

WENArCHEE  Marl- 
fiuna  bosinesaes  will  nnt 
he  allowed  to  operate  in 
the  city  of  Wenatchee,  af¬ 
ter  the  City  Conncil  voted 
d.>wn  an  exemption  to  city 
law  that  would  have  made 
h  possible. 

Ilie  4'J  vote  means  it 
would  take  a  change  m 
(rderal  law  or  a  roan  or¬ 
der  to  open  the  city  til  pm- 
rclstcd  businesses,  the 
WeiiMchee  World  report¬ 
ed. 

Council  members  de¬ 
cided  Thursday  n>4  In  rx- 


empt  the  manulactunng, 
priM'cssiiig  and  sale  of 
marijuana  from  requiring 
a  bu^esa  license.  The  ci¬ 
ty's  nrrrent  rules  require 
all  Initinessasrotnply  with 
loal,  stale  and  federal 

Soma  ciMtneil  members 
who  voted  BgBnst  the 
exemptions^  they  didn't 
foel  eomfaitable  allowing 
huainesaes  to  circoravenl 
federal  law 

‘Federal  law  is  superior 
over  the  stale,'  Cauncfl- 
□UD  Bryan  CaiuFdwUssid- 

Washinglon  Iki  year  le- 
gahttd  (he  pnsseukm  of 


up  lo  on  ounce  of  pot  by 
adults  over  2L  with  viiters 
deciding  to  set  up  systems 
of  state-licensed  growers, 
processors  and  sellers 
The  measure  put  state  of¬ 
ficials  In  the  diCfirulL  pos¬ 
ition  of  crafting  rules  fora 
lledgKng  industry  barred 
by  Mcral  law. 

Cities  and  eounbes 
across  (he  state  have  taken 
diQirrrni  approaches 
Some  cities  liave  i>n|v>aed 

deeisiniw.  Olhe'rs^a^a^ 
lowed  them  but  changed 
land-use  rules  to  rcstricl 
where  iheyron  be  located. 


Tti*  Prgfarmd  AHamaUva  for  m«  fTU  w  AituB  Air  F  ore*  Baas  (AFBl  in  Ouahoma 
TM  Prafarrsd  AJMrnatrve  foe  the  MOB  1  •  McConnall  Af  B  in  Kantn.  McConnei) 
AFB  wsa  also  avaluatsd  aa  an  altsmatlve  for  ins  FTU  toonarltj:  ana  Alius.  Faitcniia, 
aixt  Qand  Ferks  AF  0s  warn  cwafoaiaa  as  attamaavga  lor  tha  M08 1  scanano.  No 
base  vrauld  be  eetected  to  boat  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenenoe.  Along  wlih 
Ihe  No  Acson  Attemelive.  these  ellematives  were  fully  evskmlea  in  iTie  Drslt  EIS 
The  FTU  squadron  wW  conMt  of  up  to  eight  KC-4M  aucrafl  witn  a  maaion  fo 
tram  partonnal  to  aafely  and  eflectl^y  Hy  and  operate  the  KC-46A  alnTtft  The 
MOB  1  wn  conam  ol  36  KC-d6A  axetan  with  a  rruaeion  to  pnwlda  workjwide 
refueling,  caigo.  or  aMomedlcat  evacuaben  support.  The  KC-46A  mlswon  coud 
be  en  addh^e  or  replacement  rraaeian  depending  on  where  the  eectsft  <e  located 
In  edrillon  the  USAF  would  ttse  auxtiiary  airhelda  In  lha  vicinity  of  Ihe  baeee 
pfqp.iiwl  lor  me  FTu  aoeneno 


Where  to  Obtain  the  Dr^  es 

The  Oran  EIS  is  aveiiaoia  for  download  at  wvvw.KC-46A-beddo<«n.com  snd  rnay 
be  reviewed  at  the  following  libranM 

AltUB  Area  Librartea  Public  Lawton  PutoRc,  Altis  AFB.  Amarilo  Pubic, 

Wselem  Pieira  ubraiy  System,  Mehon  Public,  and  Summerglan  Spowne  Aeu 
Libranw  Spokane  Pubic  end  Feircrtlid  AFB,  Grena  Forks  Ares  Libraries  Grand 
Folks  PuHfo  and  Grand  Forks  AF6.  Wichita  Area  Lforanes  Central  MoConneM 
AFB,  and  Topeka  &  Shawnee  Counh'  Pubic 


Pubke  Heeringe  -  Ploaee  Attend 

The  USAF  IS  soHdilng  comments  on  the  Dralt  ElS  (rom  inleiested  focal  state 
arid  foderal  agendee:  federally  lecogruzed  tribes;  snd  kitereeted  members  of  the 
pubic.  T>ib  USAF  wkl  hold  piiibc  bearings  fo  provide  Vie  public  with  an  rvpartun  ty 
10  learn  sbout  the  proposal  ano  provide  input  ffobip  mput  supporia  the  USAF  in 
making  Informed  declsicns. 


Nmv  MfMHd 
»HI  ui» 

Sf  fiHMifMowit  -vaM 

»)4lH 


IlM  AIIVItlMl 

IM«>aitl  frrwHwi' 

M'''Aeuuur' 

vnll  I  Ml  AftiUI* 


Or  Muriteen  providgyspedalizetl  cere  in 
Ills  treetment  of  erjult  rluHimetology; 

•  Syatsme  Lupus  Frythemetous  fSLE) 

•  Rheumatoid  Arthritis  (RA) 

•  Spondy  loarthropathitK  (SpA) 

•  Gout 

•  Inflammatory  myopathies 

•  VasniUtri 

•  Sdeioderma 

•  Therapeutic  intra-artieiilai  injections 

avsmaseiKd  kis— iractoey 
S  Mot J*Ha«  Mvabl.  Auisa  Mm 
•  rmane,  W«  MfiM 


The  pubic  hearing  vecuee  ww  open  el  5:00  PM.  MS'30  PM.  ine  USAF  w«l  give  a 
brtel  piesenuiloh  followed  by  formal  public  tesimony  beginning  al6  ISP.M.  The 
heermg  venue  will  ooee  at  600  PM.  All  membsrs  of  the  pubSc  »« Irrvitsd  Dotes 
foreachneartngara  provided  below 


PtUle  Comment 

Vbur  mput  Is  vaiuebla  end  assists  the  USAF  In  making  informed  dsolstons. 
Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  can  Ds  submirted  elscironioaliy  at  www.KC-AfiA 
baddown.Dcm  orally  or  in  wribng  at  pubic  heeringe.  or  by  providing  written 
eormnsnte  to  (he  itontacl  informabon  below,  For  furtmr  kiformatlon.  please 
contact  Ms  Jean  Reynolda.  USAF  AfCEC/CZN  9261  Hughes  Awerme,  Suita 
1SS.  J8SA  lackiand  TX  76236-9853 


+  PROVIDENCE 

Medical  Croup 


The  USAF  wHi  accept  comments  at  any  time  during  the  erwironmental  ptocasa 
Hoivatw;  fo  aneuze  Trie  USAF  hea  sufficianf  fma  to  consrofor  pubOc 
tnput  In  Ih*  pnpanflon  of  Iho  npaf  £tS,  plaaee  submit  commairts  by 
BDoeembargOIX 
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A.7.1.4  Newspaper  Advertisements  and  Media  Releases  ( Continued) 

MEDIA  RELEASE 
FOR  RELEASE  ON  [TBD] 

AIR  FORCE  TO  HOLD  PUBLIC  HEARINGS  ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT  (EIS)  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING 

UNIT  (FTU)  AND  FIRST  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN 

[TBD]  AFB,  [TBD] 

The  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  is  holding  public  hearings  to  invite  public  comment  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  KC-46A  Eormal  Training  Unit  (ETU)  and 
Eirst  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  I)  Beddown.  In  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  USAE  has  prepared  the  environmental  study  in  the  form  of  a  Draft  EIS, 
which  is  currently  available  for  public  review  and  comment.  The  hearing  venues  will  open  at 
5:00  P.M.  The  hearings  will  start  with  a  USAE  presentation  and  an  opportunity  for  public 
testimony  before  a  hearing  officer  and  a  court  reporter.  Written  comments  will  also  be  accepted. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  ETU  is  Altus  Air  Eorce  Base  (AEB)  in  Oklahoma.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  for  the  MOB  1  is  McConnell  APB  in  Kansas.  McConnell  AFB  was  also 
evaluated  as  an  alternative  for  the  FTU  scenario  and  Altus,  Fairchild,  and  Grand  Forks  AFBs 
were  evaluated  as  alternatives  for  the  MOB  1  scenario.  No  base  would  be  selected  to  host  both 
the  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios.  Along  with  the  No  Action  Alternative,  these  alternatives  were 
fully  evaluated  in  the  Draft  EIS.  The  ETU  squadron  will  consist  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft 
with  a  mission  to  train  personnel  to  safely  and  effectively  fly  and  operate  the  KC-46A  aircraft. 
The  MOB  1  will  consist  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  with  a  mission  to  provide  worldwide  refueling, 
cargo,  or  aeromedical  evacuation  support.  The  KC-46A  mission  could  be  an  additive  or 
replacement  mission  depending  on  where  the  aircraft  is  located.  In  addition,  the  USAE  would  use 
auxiliary  airfields  in  the  vicinity  of  the  bases  proposed  for  the  ETU  scenario. 

The  KC-46A  aircraft  will  replace  a  portion  of  the  aging  KC-135  fleet  which  have  been 
the  USAP’s  primary  refueling  aircraft  for  more  than  50  years.  With  more  refueling  capacity  and 
enhanced  capabilities,  improved  efficiency,  and  increased  capabilities  for  cargo  and  aeromedical 
evacuation,  the  KC-46A  will  provide  aerial  refueling  support  to  the  USAE,  Navy,  and  Marine 
Corps,  as  well  as  allied  nation  coalition  force  aircraft. 

Pursuant  to  NEPA,  the  USAE  Draft  EIS  analyzes  the  potential  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  basing  the  KC-46A  at  each  ETU  and  MOB  1  alternative  base.  A  no-action 
alternative,  which  would  not  beddown  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any  base,  is  also  examined.  More 
information  can  be  obtained  from  the  project  web  site  at  www.KC-46A-beddown.com. 

The  USAE  is  soliciting  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  from  interested  members  of  the  public  as 
well  as  interested  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and  others.  Public  input  is  vital  in  supporting  the 
USAE  in  making  informed  decisions,  and  no  action  will  be  taken  until  after  a  Pinal  EIS  and  Record 
of  Decision  (ROD)  are  completed.  The  USAE  will  hold  public  hearings  to  provide  the  public  with 
an  opportunity  to  learn  about  the  proposal  and  to  provide  input. 

The  public  hearing  venues  will  open  at  5:00  P.M.  At  5:30  P.M.,  the  hearing  will  start  with  a  USAE 
presentation,  followed  by  formal  public  testimony  beginning  at  approximately  6:15  P.M.  All 
members  of  the  public  are  invited.  Public  comments  are  encouraged.  Public  input  supports  the 
USAE  in  making  more  informed  decisions.  Dates  for  each  hearing  are: 
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12  November  2013 

McConnell  AFB 

Eugene  M.  Hughes  Metropolitan  Complex,  Room  180 

5015  E.  29th  Street  North 

Wichita,  Kansas  67260 

14  November  2013 

Altus  AFB 

Southwest  Technology  Center 

71 1  W.  Tamarack  Road,  Altus,  OK  735 

18  November  2013 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

Alerus  Center,  Hawk  Meeting  Room 

1200  42nd  Street  South,  Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 

20  November  2013 

Fairchild  AFB 

The  Lincoln  Center,  Lincoln  Ballroom, 

1316  N.  Lincoln  Street,  Spokane,  Washington  99201 

During  the  presentation,  the  USAF  will  deseribe  the  proposed  aetion  and  alternatives,  the 
purpose  and  reasoning  behind  the  proposed  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown,  the  NEPA 
proeess,  and  summarize  the  Draft  Environmental  Impaet  Statement  findings.  The  publie 
eomment  period  will  then  begin;  oral  publie  eomments  will  be  transeribed  by  a  eourt  reporter. 

The  Draft  EIS  is  available  for  download  from  the  following  website: 
www.KC-46A-beddown.eom  and  may  be  reviewed  in  hard  eopy  format  at  the  following  libraries: 

Altus  Area: 

•  Altus  Publie  Eibrary,  421  N.  Hudson  Street,  Altus,  OK 

•  Eawton  Publie  Eibrary,  110  SW  4*  Street,  Eawton,  OK 

•  Altus  AEB  Eibrary,  109  E  Avenue,  Bldg.  65,  Altus  AFB,  OK 

•  Amarillo  Publie  Eibrary,  413  SE  4*  Ave,  Amarillo,  TX* 

•  Western  Plains  Eibrary  System,  Clinton,  OK* 

•  Mahon  Publie  Library,  1306  9*  St.  Lubboek,  TX* 

•  Summerglen  Library,  4205  Basswood  Blvd,  Eort  Worth,  TX* 

Spokane  Area: 

•  Spokane  Publie  Library,  906  W  Main  Ave.,  Spokane,  WA 

•  Eairehild  AEB  Library,  2  W.  Castle  St.,  Eairehild  AEB,  WA 

Grand  Forks  Area: 

•  Grand  Eorks  Publie  Library,  2110  Library  Cir.,  Grand  Eorks,  ND 

•  Grand  Eorks  AEB  Library,  511  Holzapple  Street,  Grand  Eorks  AEB,  ND 

Wichita  Area: 

•  Central  Library,  223  S.  Main,  Wiehita,  KS* 

•  MeConnell  AEB  Library,  53476  Wiehita  St.  Bldg.  412,  MeConnell  AEB,  KS 

•  Topeka  &  Shawnee  County  Publie  Library,  1515  SW  10**'  Ave.,  Topeka,  KS* 

*  -  ETU  Mission  Auxiliary  Airfield  Loeation  Library 

Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  ean  be  submitted  eleetronieally  at 
www.KC-46A-beddown.eom,  orally  or  in  writing  at  publie  hearings,  or  by  providing  written 
eomments  to  the  eontaet  information  listed  below.  As  a  eonvenienee  for  those  sending  eomments 
by  mail,  a  eomment  form  is  available  on  the  website  to  help  expedite  your  submission.  Although 
eomments  will  be  aeeepted  throughout  the  Draft  EIS  review  period,  to  ensure  eonsideration  in 
the  EinalEIS,  publie  input  must  be  reeeived  by  9  Deeember  2013.  People  wishing  to  mail 
eomments  or  obtain  further  information  should  send  them  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 

United  States  Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN 
2261  Hughes  Avenue,  Suite  155, 

JBSA  Lackland,  TX  78236-9853 
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Air  Force  Press  Release 


Air  FniTf  C’hil  Engineer  Center 
Otllcc  of  I^lblic  AlTairs 
2261  Hughes  Ave.  Stc  155 
Joint  Hase  San  Antimio-Lackland  TX  7R236-9853 
(210)  925-0956  atcoc.pa.rtus.af.mil 
wAvw.alcec.ar.mil 


floor,  receiver  air  refueling,  improved  force  protection  and  survivability,  and  multi-point  air 
refueling  capability. 

’llie  formal  training  unit  and  the  first  main  operating  base  are  scheduled  to  begin  receiving 
aircraft  in  fiscal  year  2016. 

For  more  information  contact  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds  of  the  Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center  NEPA 
Center  at  21 0-395-8541. 


Relea.se  No.  20131011-01 
Da!e:(:)cl.  ll.2(H3 

Air  Force  Delays  KC-46A  environmental  public  hearings 

JOINT  BASE  SAN  ANTONIO-LACKLAND.  Texas  The  Air  Force  announced  today  that 
public  hearings  for  the  K.C-46  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  be  rescheduled  due  to 
a  delay  in  Ihc  mandatory  publication  of  the  Draft  EIS  Notice-  of  Availability  in  the  Federal 
Register  resulting  from  the  government  shutdown. 

By  regulation,  the  Air  Force  cannot  begin  the  public  hearings,  originally  scheduled  for  Oct.  28 
for  Altus  Air  Force  Base.  Okla  .  and  CX;1.  3U  for  McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  Kans..  until  at  least 
15  days  after  the  Imvironmental  Protection  Agency  publishes  the  NOA  in  the  Federal  Register. 
With  the  furlough  of  EPA  personnel  due  to  the  Oct.  1  govemincnt  shutdown,  the  required  NOA 
cannot  be  published  in  lime  to  meet  the  Air  Force's  original  public  hearing  schedule.  The  Air 
Force  will  announce  new  public  hearing  infonnaiion  as  soon  as  it  becomes  available. 

Until  the  go\ernmeril  is  reopened  (he  Air  Force  anticipates  a  wcek-ttvweek  slip  in  the  public 
hearing  portion  of  il.s  EIS  schedule. 

The  Draft  EI.S  is  currently  available  for  review  at  w^\^v^  ■kc-46u-beddown-enn1.  Comments  will 
be  accepted  during  the  government  shutdown,  and  can  be  submitted  eleelronically  or  by  mail 
using  the  procedures  outlined  on  the  website.  Once  the  government  has  reopened  and  EPA  has 
published  the  NOA  in  the  Federal  Register,  the  oftleial  comment  period  will  open  and  extend  for 
45  days  from  the  date  of  publication. 

Announced  in  May.  Altus  AFB  is  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46A  formal  training  unit. 
McConnell  AFB  is  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  first  active-duty  led  KC-46A  main  operating 
base,  and  Fairchild  AFB.  Wash,,  and  Grand  Forks  AFB.  N.D..  arc  the  reasonable  allcnialivcs. 

The  KC-46A  will  proNide  improved  capability,  including  boom  and  drogue  refueling  on  the 
same  sortie,  worldwide  navigation  and  coinmunicatioii.  airlift  capability  on  the  entire  main  deck 
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A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List 

ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  ETU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAET  EIS  MAILING  LIST 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or 
Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Altus  AFB  Library 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Altus  Public  Libraty 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Altus/Quartz  Mountain 
Regional  Airport 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Amarillo  Public 

Library 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Clinton-  Sherm  an 

Industrial 

Airpark/OSIDA 

Bums  Flat 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Comanche  Nation  of 
Oklahoma 

THPO 

Arterberiy 

Jimmy 

Lawton 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

FAA,  Southwest 

Region 

Administrator 

Bruner 

Teresa 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Fort  Worth  Alliance 
Airport 

Ash 

Christopher 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

F  ort  Worth  Meacham 
International  Airport 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

KWHN/KQ106 

Esparza 

Mary 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Lawton  Public  Library 

Lawton 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Mahon  Public  Library 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

National  Park  Service 

Denver 

CO 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Oklahoma  Natural 
Heritage  Inventory^ 

Agency 

Representative 

Norman 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Osage  Nation 

THPO 

Munkres 

James 

Pawhuska 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Preston  Smith 
International  Airport 

Aviation 

Director 

Loomis 

James 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

Final 


A.7-12 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 


ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAET  EIS  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or 
Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Rick  Flusband 

Amarillo  International 
Airport 

Aviation 

Director 

Rhodes 

Patrick 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Summerglen  Library 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Texas  Commission  on 
Environmental  Quality 

Executive 

Director 

Covar 

Zak 

Austin 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Texas  Department  of 
Transportation 

Executive 

Director 

Wilson 

Phil 

Austin 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Texas  Flistorical 
Commission 

Austin 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Texas  Parks  and 

Wildlife  Department 

Austin 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  Southwest 
Region 

Tuggle 

Benjamin 

Albuquerque 

NM 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

USEPA,  Region  6 

Dallas 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Baker 

Kevin 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Altus  City  Attorney 

Coke 

Catherine 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Altus  City  Council 

Councilmembers 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Altus  Emergency 
Management  Services 

Colston 

Lloyd 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Altus  Fligh  School 

Elaught 

Mark 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Altus  Police 

Department 

Chief  of  Police 

Patterson 

Mike 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Board  of  County 
Commissioners 

Commissioners 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Final 


A.7-13 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 


ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  ETU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAFT  EIS  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or 
Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Tltle/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

Flumphrey's 

Co-Op 

Board  Member 

Bain 

Jantz 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Altus  Police 

Department 

Mr. 

Murphy 

Tim 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

First  National 
Bank 

Board  Member 

Bull 

Kerry 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

Altus  Christian 
Academy 

Board  Member 

Darby 

Dana 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

First  State 

Bank 

Board  Member 

Doughty 

N.  Lee 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

NBC 

Oklahoma 

Board  Member 

Cover 

Jim 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

Flokett 

Construction 

Board  Member 

Flokett 

Shane 

Blair 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

southwest 

T  echnology 
Center 

Board  Member 

Kerr 

Rodger 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

97th  AMW/CC 

Board  Member 

Krawietz 

Anthony  B. 

Altus  AFB 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

Tamarack 

Retirement 

Center 

Board  Member 

Kruska 

Mary 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

- 

Board  Member 

Leverett 

Joe 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

Belles  & 

Beaux 

Board  Member 

Martin 

Krystal 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

Boeing 

Board  Member 

Norris 

Jim 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

First  United 

Methodist 

Church 

Board  Member 

Player 

David 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

Integris  Family 
Care  Altus 

Board  Member 

Pruitt 

Brenda 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Final 


A.7-14 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 


ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAFT  EIS  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or 
Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

Agriculture 

Affairs 

Committee 

Board  Member 

Robbins 

Danny 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Chamber  of 

Commerce 

City  of  Altus 

Board  Member 

Webb 

David 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Altus 

Administrator 

Gray 

Elizabeth 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Altus  City 
Council 

Councilmembers 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Altus  Mayor's 
Office 

Mayor 

Webb 

David 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Altus  Planning 
and  Development 

Planning 

Director 

Burleson 

Barbara 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Altus,  Attorney 

Coke 

Catherine 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Amarillo 

Mayor’s  Office 

Mayor 

Harpole 

Paul 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Amarillo 
Planning  Department 

Planning 

Director 

Shaw 

Kelley 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Clinton 

Planning  Department 

Clinton 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Elk  City 

Elk  City 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Fort  Worth 
Mayor's  Office 

Mayor 

Price 

Betsy 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  F ort  W orth 
Planning  and 
Development 

Director 

Flarwood 

Randall 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Lubbock 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Lubbock 

Mayor's  Office 

Mayor 

Robertson 

Glen 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Final 


A.7-15 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 


ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  ETU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAFT  EIS  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or 
Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Committee  of  100 

Lucas  Farms 

Chairman 

Lucas 

Eva 

Elmer 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Jackson  County  EMS 

Cecil 

Shaim 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Jackson  County 

Sheriff 

Sherriff 

Levick 

Roger 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Lawton  Constitution 

Meador 

Mitch 

Lawton 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Lubbock  County 

Clerk's  Office 

Pinion 

Kelly 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Lubbock  International 
Airport 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Military  Affairs 
Committee 

Hokett 

Construction 

Director 

Hokett 

Shane 

Blair 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Military  Affairs 
Committee 

- 

President, 

Chairman 

Leverett 

Joe 

Altus 

OK 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Oklahoma  Highway 
Patrol  in  Altus 

Mr. 

Freeman 

Johnny 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Potter  Cormty  Clerk's 
Office 

Smith 

Julie 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Southwest  Technical 
College 

McCormack 

Douglas 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

State  Senate,  Texas 
District  10 

Senator 

Davis 

Wendy 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

State  Senate,  Texas 
District  28 

Senator 

Dimcan 

Robert  L 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

State  Senate,  Texas 
District  3 1 

Senator 

Seliger 

Kel 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

State  Senate,  Texas 
District  9 

Senator 

Hancock 

Kelly 

Austin 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

State,  House  of 
Representatives 

Representative 

Frullo 

John  M. 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Final 


A.7-16 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 


ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAFT  EIS  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or 
Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

State,  House  of 
Representatives 

Representative 

Perry 

Charles 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

State,  House  of 
Representatives 

Representative 

Price 

Four 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

State,  House  of 
Representatives 

Representative 

Strickland 

Jonathan 

Austin 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Tarrant  County  Clerk's 
Office 

Garcia 

Mary 

Louise 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Texas  Governor's 

Office 

Governor 

Perry 

Rick 

Austin 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Lucas 

Frank  D. 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Marchant 

Kenny 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Marchant 

Kenny 

Irving 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Neugebauer 

Randy 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Neugebauer 

Randy 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Thornberry 

Mac 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Thomberry 

Mac 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  Senate,  Oklahoma 

Senator 

Cobum 

Tom 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  Senate,  Oklahoma 

Senator 

Inhofe 

James  M. 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  Senate,  Texas 

Senator 

Comyn 

John 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  Senate,  Texas 

Senator 

Comyn 

John 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Final 


A.7-17 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 


ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAFT  EIS  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or 
Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

1  DRAFT  EIS  1 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  Senate,  Texas 

Senator 

Cruz 

Ted 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  Senate,  Texas 

Senator 

Cruz 

Ted 

Houston 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Western  Oklahoma 

State  College 

Greer 

Kristy 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Jones 

Christopher 
&  Deanna 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Moore 

Tom 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Final 


A.7-18 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 

FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAET  EIS  MAILING  LIST 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

1  DRAFT  EIS  1 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Airway  Fleights 

Tripp 

Albert 

Airway 

Heights 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe 

Chairman 

Allen 

Chief 

Plummer 

ID 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe 

THPO 

Wagner 

Jill 

Plummer 

ID 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Colville  Reservation 

THPO 

Acting  THPO 

Moura 

Guy 

Nespelem 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Colville  Reservation 

Business 

Council 

Chairman 

Finley 

Michael 

Nespelem 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of 

Archaeology  &  Historic 
Preservation 

State  Historic 

Preservation 

Officer 

Brooks 

Ally  son 

Olympia 

WA 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of  Ecology 
Washington  State 

Water  Quality 

Duncan 

Dave 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Dept,  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Washington 

Regional 

Director 

Andrews 

John 

Spokane 

Valley 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of 
Transportation  Idaho 

Executive 

Director 

Wilson 

Phil 

Austin 

TX 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of 
Transportation  Washington 

Se 

Transportation 

Peterson 

Lynn 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Fairchild  AFB  Library 

Fairchild 

AFB 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Fairfield  Inn  and  Suites 

Swavely 

Paul 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

FAA,  Northwest  Mountain 

Regional 

Admin. 

Vernon 

Kathryn 

Renton 

WA 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

GSI 

Jawara 

Sandra 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Kalispell  Indian 

Community 

Chairman 

Nenema 

Glen 

Usk 

MN 

1 

Final 


A.7-19 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 


FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAET  EIS  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Neighborhood  Alliance 

Krupp 

Paul 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  International 
Airport 

Holmes 

David 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Public  Library 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 

Chairman 

Peone 

Rudy 

Wellpinit 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 

THPO 

Abraham  son 

Randy 

Wellpinit 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Forest  Service, 

Colville  National  Forest 

Supervisor 

West 

Laura  Jo 

Colville 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Region 
6,  Pacific  NW 

Director 

Linares 

Jose 

Portland 

OR 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

USEPA  Region  10 

Regional 

Administrator 

McLerran 

Dennis  E. 

Seattle 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Airway  Heights 

Tripp 

Albert 

Airway 

Hei.ahts 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe 

Chairman 

Allen 

Chief 

Plummer 

ID 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe 

THPO 

Wagner 

Jill 

Plummer 

ID 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Colville  Reservation 

THPO 

Acting  THPO 

Moura 

Guy 

Nespelem 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Colville  Reservation 

Business 

Council 

Chairman 

Finley 

Michael 

Nespelem 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Dept,  of  Archaeology  & 
Historic  Preservation 

State  Historic 

Preservation 

Officer 

Brooks 

Ally  son 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of  Ecology 
Washington  State 

Water  Quality 

Duncan 

Dave 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Final 


A.7-20 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 


FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  ETU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAET  EIS  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Dept,  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Washington 

Regional 

Director 

Andrews 

John 

Spokane 

Valley 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of 
Transportation  Idaho 

Executive 

Director 

Wilson 

Phil 

Austin 

TX 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of 
Transportation  Washington 

Secretary  of 
Transportation 

Peterson 

Lynn 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Fairchild  AFB  Library 

Fairchild 

AFB 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Fairfield  Inn  and  Suites 

Swavely 

Paul 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

FAA,  Northwest  Mountain 

Regional 

Administrator 

Vernon 

Kathryn 

Renton 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

GSI 

Jawara 

Sandra 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Kalispell  Indian 

Community 

Chairman 

Nenema 

Glen 

Usk 

MN 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Neighborhood  Alliance 

Krupp 

Paul 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  International 
Airport 

Holmes 

David 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Public  Library 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 

Chairman 

Peone 

Rudy 

Wellpinit 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 

THPO 

Abraham  son 

Randy 

Wellpinit 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Forest  Service, 

Colville  National  Forest 

Supervisor 

West 

Laura  Jo 

Colville 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Region 
6,  Pacific  Northwest 

Director 

Linares 

Jose 

Portland 

OR 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

USEPA  Region  10 

Regional 

Administrator 

McLerran 

Dennis  E. 

Seattle 

WA 

1 

Final 
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CD 

Printed 
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Sum 

Printed 
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Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

USFWS  Pacific  Region 

Regional 

Director 

Thorson 

Robyn 

Portland 

OR 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

USFWS  Upper  Columbia 
Office 

NEPA  Program 
Coordinator 

Spokane 

Valley 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Air  National 
Guard 

Fairchild 

AFB 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Pilots 
Association 

Legislative 

Director 

Townsley 

John 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Brantner 

Christy 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Blair  Elementary  School 

Fairchild 

AFB 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Airway  Heights 
Planning  Department 

City  Planner 

Braaten 

Derrick 

Airway 

Heights 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Airway  Heights 
Planning  Department 

A.  Heights 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Coeur  dAlene 
Planning  Commission 

Planning 

Director 

Yadon 

Dave 

Coeur 

d'Alene 

ID 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Spokane 

Condon 

David 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Spokane 

Wernand 

Kathleen 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Spokane  Mayor's 
Office 

Mayor 

Condon 

David 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Spokane  Planning 
and  Development 

Planning 

Director 

Chesney 

Scott 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Forward  Fairchild 

Bever 

Greg 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Sawdy 

Richard 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Dept,  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife 

Regional 

Director 

Gam  on 

John 

1 

Final 
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CD 

Printed 
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Sum 

Printed 
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Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Garco  Construction 

Barnett 

Hollis 

Spokane 

WA 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Gonzaga  University 

Pritchard,  Jr. 

Russell 

Spokane 

WA 

I 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Flouse  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Crouse 

Larry 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Holy 

Jeff 

Olympia 

WA 

I 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Ormsby 

Timm 

Olympia 

WA 

I 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Parker 

Kevin 

Olympia 

WA 

I 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Riccelli 

Marcus 

Olympia 

WA 

I 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Shea 

Matt 

Olympia 

WA 

I 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Idaho  Governor's  Office 

Governor 

Otter 

C.L. 

"Butch" 

Boise 

ID 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

International  Triad  Alliance 

McCoy 

Matt 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Lydig  Construction 

Reese 

Tom 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Medical  Lake  School 

District 

Munther 

Terry 

Medical 

Lake 

WA 

I 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Park  College  92  MSS/DPE 

Fairchild 

AFB 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Association  of 
Realtors 

Higgins 

Rob 

Spokane 

WA 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Community 

College 

Brown 

Terrance 

Spokane 

WA 

I 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  County 

County  Clerk 

Spokane 

WA 

I 

I 

Final 
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CD 
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Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  County 
Commissioner 

French 

Albert 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  County  Planning 
Department 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Regional  Clean 

Air  Agency 

Air  Quality 
Engineer 

Southwell 

Joe 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Transit  Authority 

Meyer 

E.  Susan 

Spokane 

WA 

I 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

STRATA 

Murphey 

James 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congresswoman 

McMorris 

Rodgers 

Cathy 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.  S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congresswoman 

McMorris 

Rodgers 

Cathy 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Labrador 

Raul  R. 

Coeur 

dAlene 

ID 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Labrador 

Raul  R. 

Washington 

DC 

I 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.  S.  Senate,  Idaho 

Senator 

Crapo 

Mike 

Washington 

DC 

I 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.  S.  Senate,  Idaho 

Senator 

Crapo 

Mike 

Coeur 

dAlene 

ID 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.  S.  Senate,  Idaho 

Senator 

Risch 

James  E. 

Washington 

DC 

1 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.  S.  Senate,  Idaho 

Senator 

Risch 

James  E. 

Coeur 

dAlene 

ID 

1 

I 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington 

Senator 

Cantwell 

Maria 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington 

Senator 

Cantwell 

Maria 

Spokane 

WA 

I 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington 

Senator 

Murray 

Patty 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Final 
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Printed 
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Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington 

Senator 

Murray 

Patly 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Governor's 
Office 

Governor 

Inslee 

Jay 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  State  Senate, 
District  3 

Senator 

Billig 

Andy 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  State  Senate, 
District  4 

Senator 

Padden 

Mike 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  State  Senate, 
District  6 

Senator 

Baumgartner 

Michael 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Final 
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Base 
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Name  of 
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CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 
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Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Base  Realignment  Impact 
Center 

Blair 

Diane 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Bois  Forte  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians 

Chairman 

Leecy 

Kevin 

Nett  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Bois  Forte  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians 

THPO 

Berens 

Rosemary 

Nett  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USBIA,  Great  Plains 
Regional  Office 

Deputy 

Regional 

Director 

Aberdeen 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation 

Commissioner 

Johnson 

Robert  W. 

Washington 

DC 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation 

Area  Manager 

Breitzman 

Dennis  E. 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation 

Regional 

Director 

Ryan 

Michael  J. 

Billings 

MT 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Cheyenne  River  Sioux 
Tribe 

Chairman 

Keckler 

Kevin 

Eagle  Butte 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Cheyenne  River  Sioux 
Tribe 

THPO 

Vance 

Steve 

Eagle  Butte 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

City  of  Grand  Forks 

Storstad 

Maureen 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota 

Commission  on  Indian 
Affairs 

Executive 

Director 

Painte 

Deborah 

A. 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Council  on 

Environmental  Quality 

Greczmiel 

Horst 

Washington 

DC 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Crow  Creek  Sioux  Tribe 

Chairman 

Sazue,  Sr. 

Brandon 

Fort 

Thompson 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Crow  Creek  Sioux  Tribe 

THPO 

Wells 

Wanda 

Fort 

Thompson 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

FAA,  Minn.  Air  Route 
Traffic  Control  Center 

Nelson 

Kelly 

Minneapolis 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

FAA,  Air  Traffic 
Organization 

Page,  Jr. 

John  H. 

Washington 

DC 

1 

Final 
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Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

FAA,  Great  Lakes  Region 

Regional 

Administrator 

Cooper 

Barry 

Des  Plaines 

IL 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

FAA,  Great  Lakes  Region 

Obenauer 

Steve 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

FAA,  Southwest  Region 

McGrath 

Roger 

Fort  Worth 

TX 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Flandreau  Santee  Sioux 

President 

Reider 

Anthony 

Flandeau 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Flandreau  Santee  Sioux 

THPO 

Weston 

James  B. 
"JB” 

Flandeau 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Fond  du  Lane  Band  of 

Lake  Superior  Chippewa 

Chairwoman 

Diver 

Karen  R. 

Cloquet 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Fond  du  Lane  Band  of 

Lake  Superior  Chippewa 

THPO 

Defoe 

LeRoy 

Cloquet 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  AFB  Library 

Grand 

Forks  AFB 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  AFB,  Base 
Ambassador 

Towers 

Ken 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  Chamber  of 
Commerce 

Strom 

Kimberly 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  Public 

Library 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  Regional 
Airport  Authority 

Facility 

Manager 

Johnson 

Steve 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  School 

District 

Ericson 

Vicki 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Portage  Band  of 
Lake  Superior  Chippewa 

Chairman 

Deschampe 

Norman 

W. 

Grand 

Portage 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Portage  Band  of 
Lake  Superior  Chippewa 

THPO 

Gagnon 

Mary  Ann 

Grand 

Portage 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Job  Service  North  Dakota 

Pillion 

Roy 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Leech  Lake  Band  of 

Ojibwe 

Chairwoman 

Jones 

Carri 

Cas  Lake 

MN 

1 

Final 
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Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Leech  Lake  Band  of 

Ojibwe 

THPO 

Lemon 

Gina 

Cas  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Leighton  Broadcasting 

Sanden 

Duaine 

Mentor 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe 

Chairman 

Jandrequ 

Michael 

Lower 

Brule 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe 

THPO 

Green 

Clair 

Lower 

Brule 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Lower  Sioux  Indian 
Community 

Tribal 

President 

Prescott 

Denny 

Morton 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Lower  Sioux  Indian 
Community 

THPO 

Morse 

Anthony 

Morton 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

MAC  Committee 

Schorsch 

Pam 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Mandan,  Hidatsa  & 

Arikara  Nation 

Chairman 

Hall 

Tex  G. 

New  Town 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Mandan,  Hidatsa  & 

Arikara  Nation 

THPO 

Crowsbreast 

Elgin 

New  Town 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Mille  Lacs  Band  of 

Ojibwe 

Chief 

Executive 

Melanie 

Benjamin 

Onamia 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Mille  Lacs  Band  of 

Ojibwe 

THPO 

Weyaus 

Natalie 

Onamia 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

National  Air 

Transportation  Assoc. 

Alexandria 

VA 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service 

Acting  Chief 

Weller 

Jason 

Washington 

DC 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service 

State 

Conservationist 

Flores 

JR 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

NDDOT  District  3  - 
Devils  Lake 

District 

Engineer 

Swenson 

W. 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

NDDOT  District  6  - 
Grand  Forks 

District 

Engineer 

Noehre 

L. 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Nokak  Electric 

Cooperative 

Breidenbach 

Steve 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Final 
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Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Aeronautics 
Commission 

Executive 

Director 

Ness 

Gary  R. 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Army 
National  Guard 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Army 
National  Guard 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Aviation 
Association 

Chairman 

Simmers 

Robert 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Department 
of  Agriculture 

Commissioner 

Goehr  ing 

Doug 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Department 
of  Commerce 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Department 
of  Health 

Dwelle 

Terry 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Department 
of  Transportation 

Director 

Levi 

Grant 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Division  of 
Community  Services 

Director 

Govig 

Paul 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Energy 
Department 

Energy  and 
Information 
Security 

Program 

Manager 

Rotenberger 

Jeff 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  F  orest 
Service 

State  Forester 

Kotchman 

Larry 

Bottineu 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Game  and 
Fish 

Pilot 

F  aught 

Jeff 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Game  and 
Fish  Department 

Director 

Ste  inwand 

Terry 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Parks  and 
Recreation  Department 

Director 

Zimmerman 

Mark 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Pilots 
Association 

President 

Hanson 

Paul 

Emerado 

ND 

1 

Final 
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Printed 

Hard 
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Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Small 
Business  Development 
Center 

Randall 

Chuck 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  State  Water 
Commission 

Research 

Analyst 

Knudtson 

Larry 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Oglala  Sioux  Tribe 

President 

Brewer 

Bryan 

Pine  Ridge 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Oglala  Sioux  Tribe 

THPO 

Mesteth 

Wilmer 

Pine  Ridge 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Prairie  Island  Indian 
Community 

Tribal 

Chairperson 

Kohnen 

Audrey 

Welch 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Red  Lake  Band  of 
Chippewa 

Chairman 

Jourdain 

Floyd 

Red  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  of 
Indians 

President 

Scott 

Cyril 

Rosebud 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  of 
Indians 

THPO 

Eagle  Bear 

Russell 

Rosebud 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Shakopee  Mdewakanton 
Sioux  Community 

Chairman 

Vig 

Charlie 

Prior  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Shakopee  Mdewakanton 
Sioux  Community 

THPO 

Wabasha 

Leonard 

Prior  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Sisseton-Wahpeton  Oyate 

Chairman 

Shepherd 

Robert 

Agency 

Village 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Sisseton-Wahpeton  Oyate 

THPO 

Desrosiers 

Dianne 

Sisseton 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Spirit  Lake  Tribe 

Chairperson 

Yankton 

Roger 

Fort  Totten 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Standing  Rock  Sioux 

Tribe 

Chairman 

Murphy 

Charles 

Fort  Yates 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Standing  Rock  Sioux 

Tribe 

THPO 

Young 

Waste’Win 

Fort  Yates 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

State  Historical  Society  of 
North  Dakota 

State  Historic 

Preservation 

Officer 

Paaverud,  Jr. 

Merlan 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Final 
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CD 
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Sum 
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Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa 

Chairman 

St.  Clair 

Merle 

Belcourt 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa 

THPO 

Ferris 

Kade 

Belcourt 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Advisory  Council  on 
Flistoric  Preservation 

Kilma 

Don 

Washington 

DC 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

Supervisory 

Hydrologist 

Lambrecht 

Jason  M. 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 
National  Center 

Acting  Director 

Kimball 

Suzette 

Reston 

VA 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

UND  Aerospace 

Trapnell 

Ben 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Unmanned  Applications 
Institute  International 

McDonald 

Doug 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Upper  Sioux  Indian 
Community 

Chairman 

Jensvold 

Kevin 

Granite 

Falls 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Upper  Sioux  Indian 
Community 

THPO 

LaBatte 

Marlow 

Granite 

Falls 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USEPA  Region  10 

Acting 

Regional 

Administrator 

Rushin 

Carol 

Denver 

CO 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USEPA  Region  8 

Allen 

Dana 

Denver 

CO 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USEPA  Region  9 

Hanley 

James 

Denver 

CO 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USFWS 

Ramirez 

Michael 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USFWS 

Pilot 

Bayless 

Shawn 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USFWS  Devils  Lake 

Deputy  Project 
Leader 

Alfonso 

Jim 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USFWS  Mountain-Prairie 
Region 

Regional 

Director 

Walsh 

Noreen 

Lakewood 

CO 

1 

Final 
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CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 
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Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USFWS  North  Dakota 
Field  Office 

Mr. 

Towner 

Jeff 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Veterans  Service  Office 

Lombardi 

Lou 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

White  Earth  Band  of 
Minnesota  Chippewa 

Chairwoman 

Vizenor 

Erma 

White  Earth 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

White  Earth  Band  of 
Minnesota  Chippewa 

THPO 

Lampi 

Renee 

White  Earth 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Yankton  Sioux  Tribe 

Chairman 

Cournoyer 

Thurman 

Wagner 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Yankton  Sioux  Tribe 

THPO 

THPO 

Gravatt 

Lana  M. 

Wagner 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Richards 

Randy 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Richards 

T. 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Ash 

Duaine 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Brusseau 

Paul 

Walhalla 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Kragnes 

David 

Felton 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Spivey 

Anna 

Langdon 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Alpine  Aviation,  Inc 

Provo 

UT 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Cavalier  County 
Commission 

Commissioners 

Langdon 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

City  of  East  Grand  Forks 
Mayor's  Office 

Mayor 

Stauss 

Lynn 

East  Grand 
Forks 

MN 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

City  of  Grand  Forks 

Kreun 

Curt 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

City  of  Grand  F  orks 

Mayor 

Brown 

Michael 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Final 
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A.7.1.5  Draft  EIS  Mailing  List  ( Continued ) 


GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  KC-46A  ETU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAET  EIS  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 
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CD 
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Exec 
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Printed 
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Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

City  of  Grand  Forks 
Planning  Department 

City  Planner 

Gengler 

Brad 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Civil  Air  Patrol  (CAP) 

Schuler 

Ken 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

County  of  Grand  Forks 
Planning  &  Zoning 

County  Planner 

Magnunson 

Lane 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Devils  Lake  Wetland 
Management  District 

District 

Wildlife 

Biologist 

Fisher 

MarkR. 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Federal  Aviation 
Administration  Great 

Lakes  Region 

Cink 

David 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

GF-EGF  Chamber  of 
Military  Appreciation 
Committee 

Chairperson 

Holwerda 

Danny 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

GFK  Flight  Support 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  American 
Legion  #  6 

Green 

Robert 

Arvilla 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  Board  of 
Realtors 

Colter 

John 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  Chamber  of 
Commerce 

President  & 

CEO 

Wilfahrt 

Barry 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  City  Council 

Council 

Member 

Gershman 

Hal 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  City  Council 

Council 

Member 

Glassheim 

Eliot 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks 
Commissioners 

Commissioner 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  County 

Clerk/Treasurer 

Drees 

Vivian 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  County 

Board  of  Commissioners 

Commission 

Chair 

Triplett 

Constance 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Final 
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CD 
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Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  County 
Commissioners 

Commission 

Chairman 

Malm 

Gary 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  Region 

President 

Thiessen 

Klause 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  Regional 
Airport  Authority 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Greenberg  Realty 

Greenberg 

Skip 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

National  Association  of 
State  Aviation  Officials 

Silver 

Spring 

MD 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

National  Association  of 
State  Aviation  Officials 

Director 

Taborsky 

Lariy 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

National  Business 

Aviation  Association 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

ND  Department  of 
Emergency  Services 

Adjutant 

General 

Sprynczynatyk 

David 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

ND  House  of 
Representatives  District 

17 

Representative 

Owens 

Mark  S. 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

ND  House  of 
Representatives  District 

17 

Representative 

Sanford 

Mark 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

ND  House  of 
Representatives  District 

18 

Representative 

Glasheim 

Eliot 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

ND  House  of 
Representatives  District 

18 

Representative 

Strinden 

Marie 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Aerial 
Agricultural  Association 

Executive 

Director 

Schreiber- 

Beck 

Cindy 

Wahpeton 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Aviation 
Council 

Chairman 

Pittman 

Darrel 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Aviation 
Mechanics  Association 

President 

Brekken 

Rod 

Casselton 

ND 

1 

1 

Final 
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Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Governor's 
Office 

Governor 

Dahymple 

Jack 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Sports 
Aviation  Association 

Chairman 

Teets 

Trent 

West  Fargo 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  State 

Senate  District  17 

Senator 

Holmberg 

Ray 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  State 

Senate  District  1 8 

Senator 

Triplett 

Constance 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Polk  County  Board  of 
County  Commissioners 

Commissioners 

Crookston 

MN 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Small  Business 
Administration 

Giltner 

Eric 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers 

North  Dakota 
Regulatory 
lAogram 
Manager 

Cimarosti 

Dan 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  North 
Dakota 

Congressman 

Cramer 

Kevin 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  North 
Dakota 

Congressman 

Cramer 

Kevin 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Senate  North  Dakota 

Senator 

Heitkamp 

Heidi 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Senate  North  Dakota 

Senator 

Heitkamp 

Heidi 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Senate  North  Dakota 

Senator 

Hoeven 

John 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Senate  North  Dakota 

Senator 

Hoeven 

John 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

University  of  North 

Dakota 

Concarmon 

Bob 

GFAFB 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

University  of  North 

Dakota 

Palmer 

A1 

Grand 

Forks 

ND 

1 

Final 
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CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Central  Library 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

FAA,  Central  Region 

Regional 

Administrator 

Miniace 

Joe 

Kansas 

City 

MO 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Iowa  Tribe  of  Kansas  and 
Nebraska 

Chairman 

Rhodd 

Timothy 

White 

Cloud 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Iowa  Tribe  of  Kansas  and 
Nebraska 

THPO 

Fee 

F.  Martin 

White 

Cloud 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Kansas  Department  of 

Health  and  Environment 

Director, 

Division  of 
Environment 

Mitchell 

John 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Kansas  Department  of 
Transportation 

Secretary  of 
Transportation 

King 

Mike 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

McConnell  AFB  Library 

McCormell 

AFB 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

National  Institute  for 
Aviation  Research 

Schwas  inger 

Richard 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Roberts  &  Roberts 

Properties 

Roberts 

John 

Goddard 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sac  &  Fox  Nation  of 
Missouri  in  Kansas  and 
Nebraska 

Chairperson 

Barton 

Twen 

Reserve 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sac  &  Fox  Nation  of 
Missouri  in  Kansas  and 
Nebraska 

THPO 

Council 

Secretary 

Green 

Edmore 

Reserve 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Historic  Preservation 
Office 

Executive 

Director 

Chinn 

Jennie 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Representative, 

District  #8 1 

Howell 

Jim 

Derby 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Topeka  &  Shawnee  County 
Public  Library 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Rocky 
Mountain  Region 

Golden 

CO 

1 

Final 
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State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

USEPA  Region  VII 

Environmental 

Review 

Coordinator 

Cothem 

Joe 

Kansas 

City 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

USFWS  Kansas  Dept,  of 
Wildlife,  Parks  &  Tourism 

Pratt 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

USFWS,  Office  of  the 
Director 

Regional 

Director 

Walsh 

Noreen 

Lakewood 

CO 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wichita  Independent 
Business  Association 

Joachims 

Suellen 

Andover 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Alford 

Robert 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Heim  an 

Tom 

Bel  Air 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Hitchcock 

David 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

LaFarelle 

Hunt 

Margarita 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Pottorff 

Joann 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Shifflett 

Dana 

Newton 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wolf 

Ronad  L 

Haysville 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Beechcraft 

Houk 

Jeffery 

Derby 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Best  Value  Services 

Tafesse 

Solomon 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Botanica 

Executive 

Director 

Miller 

Marty 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Derby 

City  Engineer 

Squires 

Dan 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
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Company 
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Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 
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McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Derby  Economic 
Development 

Director 

Moeding 

Allison 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Derby  Mayor's 

Office 

Mayor 

Avello 

Dion 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Derby  Planning 
Department 

City  Planner 

Bird 

Cody 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Topeka  Mayor's 
Office 

Mayor 

Bunten 

William 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Topeka  Planning 
Department 

Director 

Fiander 

Bill 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Wichita  Mayor's 
Office 

Mayor 

Brewer 

Carl 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Wichita  Office  of 
Environmental  Health 

Interim 

Environmental 
Health  Manager 

Maloney 

Shawn 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Derby  City  Council 

Downing 

Darrell 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Derby  City  Council 

Warren 

Chuck 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Friends  University 

Honts 

Arlen 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  103 

Representative 

Victors 

Ponka-We 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  47 

Representative 

Gonzalez 

Ramon 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  53 

Representative 

Tietze 

Annie 

T  opeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  56 

Representative 

Weigel 

Virgil 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  57 

Representative 

Alcala 

John 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  58 

Representative 

Lane 

Harold 

T  opeka 

KS 

1 

1 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
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Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

DRAFT  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 
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McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  84 

Representative 

Finney 

Gail 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  86 

Representative 

Ward 

Jim 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  92 

Representative 

Dillmore 

Nile 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  95 

Representative 

Sawyer 

Tom 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Kansas  Economic  Progress 
Council 

Koch 

Bemie 

Topeka 

KS 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Kansas  Governor's  Office 

Governor 

Brownback 

Sam 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Metropolitan  Topeka 

Airport  Authority 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sedgewick  County 

County  Clerk 

Arnold 

Kelly 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sedgwick  County 
Community  Development 

Zukovich 

Kristi 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sedgwick  County 

Manager's  Office 

Buchanan 

Bill 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Shawnee  County 

County  Clerk 

Beck 

Cyndi 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Shawnee  County  Planning 
Department 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Spirit 

Holup 

Joan 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  16 

Senator 

Masterson 

Ty 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  18 

Senator 

Kelly 

Laura 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  20 

Senator 

Schmidt 

Vicki 

T  opeka 

KS 

1 

1 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

1  DRAFT  EIS  1 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  25 

Senator 

O'Donnell 

Michael 

T  opeka 

KS 

■I 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  26 

Senator 

Kerschen 

Dan 

Topeka 

KS 

■I 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  27 

Senator 

Donovan 

Les 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  28 

Senator 

Peterson 

Mike 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  29 

Senator 

Faust- 

Goudeau 

Oletha 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  30 

Senator 

Wagle 

Susan 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  31 

Senator 

McGinn 

Carolyn 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Pompeo 

Mike 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Pompeo 

Mike 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congresswoman 

Jenkins 

Lynn 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congresswom  an 

Jenkins 

Lyrm 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  Senate  Kansas 

Senator 

Moran 

Jerry 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  Senate  Kansas 

Senator 

Moran 

Jerry 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  Senate  Kansas 

Senator 

Roberts 

Pat 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  Senate  Kansas 

Senator 

Roberts 

Pat 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wichita  Airport  Authority 

White 

Victor  D. 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

1  DRAFT  EIS  1 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wichita  Art  Museum 

Chief  Financial 
Officer 

Harper 

Jan 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wichita  Sedgwick  County 

Director  of 
Planning 

Schlegel 

John 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wichita-Sedgwick  County 
Planning  Department 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Dahl 

Dave 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Foster 

Judy 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Foster 

Tom 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Mackey 

Alan 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Kansas  Department  of 
Wildlife,  Parks,  and 

Tourism 

Ecological 
Services  Section 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

Final 
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Postcard  Mailing  List 


Rosemary  Berens 

Bois  Forte  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians 
Nett  Lake,  MN  55772 


Brenda  Edwards  Chairperson 
Caddo  Nation  of  Oklahoma 
Singer,  OK  73009 


Janice  Boswell  Governor 
Cheyenne  and  Arapaho  Tribes 
Concho,  OK  73022 


Steve  Vance 

Cheyenne  River  Sionx  Tribe 
Eagle  Butte,  SD  57625 


Jill  Wagner 
Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe 
Plummer,  ID  83851 


Michael  Finley  Business  Council  Chairman 
Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Colville 
Reservation 

Nespelem,  WA  99155-0150 


Wanda  Wells 

Crow  Creek  Sioux  Tribe 

Fort  Thompson,  SD  57339 


LeRoy  Defoe 

Fond  duLanc  Band  of  Lake  Superior 

Chippewa 

Cloquet,  MN  55720 


Mary  Arm  Gagnon 

Grand  Portage  Band  of  Lake  Superior 
Chippewa 

Grand  Portage,  MN  55605 


Note:  Addresses  have  been  removed  to 
protect  privacy. 


Kevin  Leecy  Chairman 

Bois  Forte  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians 

Nett  Lake,  MN  55772 


Bill  John  Baker  Principal  Chief 
Cherokee  Nation  of  Oklahoma 
Tahlequah,  OK  74464 


Lynette  Gray 

Cheyenne  and  Arapaho  Tribes 
Concho,  OK  73022 


Bill  Anoatubby  Governor 
Chickasaw  Nation 
Ada,  OK  74280 


Jimmy  Arterberry 
Comanche  Nation  of  Oklahoma 
Lawton,  OK  73502 


Guy  Moura  Acting  THPO 
Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Colville 
Reservation 

Nespelem,  WA  99155-0150 


Anthony  Reider  President 
Flandreau  Santee  Sioux 
Flandeau,  SD  57028 


Karen  R.  Diver  Chairwoman 
Fond  du  Lane  Band  of  Lake  Supenor 
Chippewa 
Cloquet,  MN  55720 


F.  Martin  Fee 

Iowa  Tribe  of  Kansas  and  Nebraska 
White  Cloud,  KS  66094 


Donna  Prengiss  Director 
Apache  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
Andarko,  OK  73005 


Robert  Cast 

Caddo  Nation  of  Oklahoma 
Binger,  OK  73009 


Pat  Gwin  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Cherokee  Nation  of  Oklahoma 
Tahlequah,  OK  74465 


Kevin  Keckler  Chairman 
Cheyerme  River  Sioux  Tribe 
Eagle  Butte,  SD  57625 


Chief  Allen  Chairman 
Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe 
Plummer,  ID  83851 


Wallace  Coffey  Chairman 
Comanche  Nation  of  Oklahoma 
Lawton,  OK  73502 


Brandon  Sazue,  Sr.  Chairman 
Crow  Creek  Sioux  Tribe 
Fort  Thompson,  SD  57339 


James  B.  "JB"  Weston 
Flandreau  Santee  Sioux 
Flandeau,  SD  57028 


Norman  W.  Deschampe  Chairman 
Grand  Portage  Band  of  Lake  Superior 
Chippewa 

Grand  Portage,  MN  55605 


Timmothy  Rhodd  Chairman 
Iowa  Tribe  of  Kansas  and  Nebraska 
White  Cloud,  KS  66094 


Final 
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Glen  Nenema  Chairman 
Kalispell  Indian  Community 
Usk,  MN  99180-0039 


Juanita  Ahtone 
Kiowa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
Andarko,  OK  73005 


Carri  Jones  Chairwoman 
Leech  Lake  Band  of  Ojibwe 
Cas  Lake,  MN  56633 


Michael  Jandrequ  Chairman 
Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe 
Lower  Brule,  SD  57548-0187 


Elgin  Crowsbreast 

Mandan,  Hidatsa  &  Arikara  Nation 

NewTown,  ND58763 


Natalie  Weyaus 

Mille  Lacs  Band  of  Ojibwe 

Onamia,  MN  56359 


James  Munkres 
Osage  Nation 
Pawhuska,  OK  74056 


Floyd  Jourdain  Chairman 
Red  Lake  Band  of  Chippewa 
Red  Lake,  MN  56671 


Twen  Barton  Chairperson 

Sac  &  Fox  Nation  of  Missouri  in  Kansas 

and  Nebraska 

Reserve,  KS  66434 

Leonard  Wabasha 

Shakopee  Mdewakanton  Sioux 

Community 

Prior  Lake,  MN  55372 


Crystal  Douglas 

Kaw  Nation  of  Oklahoma 

Kaw  City,  OK  74641 


Amie  Tah-Bone  Museum  Director  & 
Acting  NAGPRA  Representative 
Kiowa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
Carnegie,  OK  73015 

Gina  Lemon 

Leech  Lake  Band  of  Ojibwe 
Cas  Lake,  MN  56633 


Anthony  Morse 

Lower  Sioux  Indian  Community 
Morton,  MN  56270 


Tex  G.  Hall  Chairman 

Mandan,  Hidatsa  &  Arikara  Nation 

NewTown,  ND  58763 


Bryan  Brewer  President 

Oglala  Sioux  Tribe 

Pine  Ridge,  SD  57770-2070 


John  D.  Red  Eagle  Principal  Chief 
Osage  Nation 
Pawhuska,  OK  74056 


Russell  Eagle  Bear 
Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  of  Indians 
Rosebud,  SD  57570 


Edmore  Green  Council  Secretary 
Sac  &  Fox  Nation  of  Missouri  in  Kansas 
and  Nebraska 
Reserve,  KS  66434 

Dianne  Desrosiers 
Sisseton-Wahpeton  Oyate 
Sisseton,  SD  57262 


Guy  Munroe  Chairman  &  CEO 
Kaw  Nation  of  Oklahoma 
Kaw  City,  OK  74641 


Ronald  "Dawes"  Twohatchet  Chairman 
Kiowa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
Carnegie,  OK  73015 


Clair  Green 

Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe 
Lower  Brule,  SD  57548-0187 


Denny  Prescott  Tribal  President 
Lower  Sioux  Indian  Community 
Morton,  MN  56270 


Benjamin  Melanie  Chief  Executive 
Mille  Lacs  Band  of  Ojibwe 
Onamia,  MN  56359 


Wilmer  Mesteth 
Oglala  Sioux  Tribe 
Pine  Ridge,  SD  57770 


Audrey  Kohnen  Tribal  Chairperson 
Prairie  Island  Indian  Community 
Welch,  MN  55089 


Cyril  Scott  President 
Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  of  Indians 
Rosebud,  SD  57570 


Charlie  Vig  Chairman 
Shakopee  Mdewakanton  Sioux 
Community 
Prior  Lake,  MN  55372 

Robert  Shepherd  Chairman 
Sisseton-Wahpeton  Oyate 
Agency  Village,  SD  57262-0509 


Final 
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Roger  Yankton  Chairperson 

Spirit  Lake  Tribe 

Fort  Totten,  ND  58335 


Charles  Murphy  Chairman 
Standing  Rock  Sioux  Tribe 
Fort  Yates,  ND  58538 


Merle  St.  Clair  Chairman 

Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa 

Belcourt,  ND  58316 


Renee  Lamp! 

White  Earth  Band  of  Minnesota 
Chippewa 

White  Earth,  MN  56591 

Thurman  Cournoyer  Chairman 
Yankton  Sioux  Tribe 
Wagner,  SD  57380 


Raul  R.  Labrador  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Kenny  Marchant  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Irving,  TX  75063 


Cathy  McMorris  Rodgers 

Congesswoman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Mike  Pompeo  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Mac  Thornberry  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Randy  Abrahamson 
Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 
Wellpinit,  WA  99040 


Waste'Win  Young 
Standing  Rock  Sioux  Tribe 
Fort  Yates,  ND  58538 


Kevin  Jensvold  Chairman 
Upper  Sioux  Indian  Community 
Granite  Falls,  MN  56241 


Erma  Vizenor  Chairwoman 
White  Earth  Band  of  Minnesota 
Chippewa 

White  Earth,  MN  56591 

Lana  M.  Gravatt  THPO 
Yankton  Sioux  Tribe 
Wagner,  SD  57380 


Frank  D.  Lucas  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Kenny  Marchant  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Randy  Neugebauer  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Lubbock,  TX  79401 


Mike  Pompeo  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Wichita,  KS  67207 


Lynn  Jenkins  Congresswoman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Topeka,  KS  66606 


Rudy  Peone  Chairman 
Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 
Wellpinit,  WA  99040 


Kade  Ferris 

Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa 
Belcourt,  ND 58316 


Marlow  LaBatte 

Upper  Sioux  Indian  Community 

Granite  Falls,  MN  56241 


Terri  Parton  President 
Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes  of 
Oklahoma 

Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Raul  R.  Labrador  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814 


Frank  D.  Lucas  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Yukon,  OK  73099 


Cathy  McMorris  Rodgers 

Congesswoman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Spokane,  WA  99201 

Randy  Neugebauer  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Mac  Thornberry  Congressman 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Amarillo,  TX  79101 


Kevin  Cramer  Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives  North 

Da  kota 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58202 


Final 
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Lynn  Jenkins  Congresswoman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Kansas 

Washington,  DC  20515 


Jerry  Moran  Senator 
U.S.  Senate  Kansas 
Wichita,  KS  67226 


Heidi  Heitkamp  Senator 
U.S.  Senate  North  Dakota 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


John  Hoeven  Senator 
U.S.  Senate  North  Dakota 
Washington,  DC  20510 


Mike  Crapo  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Idaho 
Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814 


James  E.  Risch  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Idaho 
Washinton,  DC  20510 


John  Cornyn  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Texas 
Lubbock,  TX  79401 


Ted  Cruz  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Texas 
Washington,  DC  20510 


Patty  Murray  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington 
Spokane,  WA  99201 


Jeff  Holy  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Olympia,  WA  98504-0600 


Kevin  Cramer  Congressman 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  North 

Da  kota 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Pat  Roberts  Senator 
U.S.  Senate  Kansas 
Washington,  DC  20510 


Heidi  Heitkamp  Senator 
U.S.  Senate  North  Dakota 
Washington,  DC  20510 


Tom  Coburn  Senator 
U.S.  Senate  Oklahoma 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73102 


Mike  Crapo  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Idaho 
Washinton,  DC  20510 


Tom  Coburn  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Oklahoma 
Washington,  DC  20510 


John  Cornyn  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Texas 
Washington,  DC  20510 


Maria  Cantwell  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington 
Spokane,  WA  99201 


Patty  Murray  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington 
Washington,  DC  20510 


Timm  Ormsby  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Olympia,  WA  98504-0600 


Jerry  Moran  Senator 
U.S.  Senate  Kansas 
Washington,  DC  20510 


Pat  Roberts  Senator 
U.S.  Senate  Kansas 
Wichita,  KS  67202 


John  Hoeven  Senator 
U.S.  Senate  North  Dakota 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


James  M.  Inhofe  Senator 
U.S.  Senate  Oklahoma 
Enid,  OK  73701 


James  E.  Risch  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Idaho 
Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814 


James  M.  Inhofe  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Oklahoma 
Washington,  DC  20510 


Ted  Cruz  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Texas 
Dallas,  TX  75219 


Maria  Cantwell  Senator 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington 
Washington,  DC  20510 


Larry  Crouse  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Olympia,  WA  98504-0600 


Charles  L.  Ortega  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Altus,  OK  73521 
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Charles  L.  Ortega  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73105 


Todd  Russ  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Cordell,  OK 73632 


G.  Harold  Wright  Jr.  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73105 


Ramon  Gonzalez  Representative 
House  Representatives  Kansas  District 
47 

Topeka,  KS  66612 

John  Alcala  Representative 

House  Representatives  Kansas  District 

57 

Topeka,  KS  66612 

Jim  Ward  Representative 
House  Representatives  Kansas  District 
86 

Topeka,  KS  66612 

C.L  "Butch"  Otter  Governor 
Idaho  Governor's  Office 
Boise,  ID 83720 


Mark  Sanford  Representative 

ND  House  of  Representatives  District 

17 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201-2904 

Jack  Dalrymple  Governor 
North  Dakota  Governor's  Office 
Bismarck,  ND  58505-0001 


Mary  Fallin  Governor 
Oklahoma  Governor's  Office 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73105 


Kevin  Parker  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Olympia,  WA  98504-0600 


Todd  Russ  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73105 


G.  Harold  Wright  Jr.  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Weatherford,  OK 73096 


Annie  Tietze  Representative 

House  Representatives  Kansas  District 

53 

Topeka,  KS  66612 

Harold  Lane  Representative 

House  Representatives  Kansas  District 

58 

Topeka,  KS  66612 

Nile  Dillmore  Representative 

House  Representatives  Kansas  District 

92 

Topeka,  KS  66612 

Sam  Brownback  Governor 
Kansas  Governor's  Office 
Topeka,  KS  66603-3434 


Eliot  Glasheim  Representative 
ND  House  of  Representatives  District 
18 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58203-3203 

Ray  Holmberg  Senator 

North  Dakota  State  Senate  District  17 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201-7717 


Jim  Howell 

State  Representative,  District  #81 
Derby,  KS  67037 


Marcus  Riccelli  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Olympia,  WA  98504-0600 


Matt  Shea  Representative 
House  of  Representatives 
Olympia,  WA  98504-0600 


Ponka-We  Victors  Representative 
House  Representatives  Kansas  District 
103 

Topeka,  KS  66612 

Virgil  Weigel  Representative 

House  Representatives  Kansas  District 

56 

Topeka,  KS  66612 

Gail  Finney  Representative 

House  Representatives  Kansas  District 

84 

Topeka,  KS  66612 

Tom  Sawyer  Representative 

House  Representatives  Kansas  District 

95 

Topeka,  KS  66612 

Mark  S.  Owens  Representative 
ND  House  of  Representatives  District 

17 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201-2820 

Marie  Strinden  Representative 
ND  House  of  Representatives  District 

18 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201-4765 

Constance  Triplett  Senator 

North  Dakota  State  Senate  District  18 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58206-5178 


Ty  Masterson  Senator 

State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  16 

Topeka,  KS  66612 
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Laura  Kelly  Senator 

State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  18 

Topeka,  KS  66612 


Michael  O'Donnell  Senator 
State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  25 
Topeka,  KS  66612 


Mike  Peterson  Senator 
State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  28 
Topeka,  KS  66612 


Carolyn  McGinn  Senator 
State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  31 
Topeka,  KS  66612 


Mike  Schulz  Senator 

State  Senate  -  Oklahoma  District  038 

Altus,  OK  73521 


Robert  L  Duncan  Senator 
State  Senate,  Texas  District  28 
Lubbock,  TX  79401 


John  M.  Frullo  Representative 
State,  House  of  Representatives 
Lubbock,  TX  79414 


Jonathan  Strickland  Representative 
State,  House  of  Representatives 
Austin,  TX  78768 


Andy  Billig  Senator 

Washington  State  Senate,  District  3 

Olympia,  WA  98504-0403 


Catherine  Coke 
Altus  City  Attorney 
Altus,  OK  73521 


Anthony  Hensley  Senator 
State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  19 
Topeka,  KS  66612 


Dan  Kerschen  Senator 

State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  26 

Topeka,  KS  66612 


Oletha  Faust-Goudeau  Senator 
State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  29 
Topeka,  KS  66612 


Tom  Ivester  Senator 

State  Senate  -  Oklahoma  District  026 

Elk  City,  OK  73648 


Mike  Schulz  Senator 

State  Senate  -  Oklahoma  District  038 

Oklahoma  City,  OK  73105 


Kel  Seliger  Senator 

State  Senate,  Texas  District  31 

Amarillo,  TX  79105 


Charles  Perry  Representative 
State,  House  of  Representatives 
Lubbock,  TX  79424 


Rick  Perry  Governor 
Texas  Governor's  Office 
Austin,  TX  78711 


Mike  Padden  Senator 
Washington  State  Senate,  District  4 
Olympia,  WA  98504-0404 


Councilmembers 
Altus  City  Council 
Altus,  OK  73522 


Vicki  Schmidt  Senator 

State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  20 

Topeka,  KS  66612 


Les  Donovan  Senator 

State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  27 

Topeka,  KS  66612 


Susan  Wagle  Senator 

State  Senate  -  Kansas  District  30 

Topeka,  KS  66612 


Tom  Ivester  Senator 

State  Senate  -  Oklahoma  District  026 

Oklahoma  City,  0  K  7  3105 


Wendy  Davis  Senator 
State  Senate,  Texas  District  10 
Fort  Worth,  TX  76107 


Kelly  Hancock  Senator 
State  Senate,  Texas  District  9 
Austin,  TX  78711 


Four  Price  Representative 
State,  House  of  Representatives 
Amarillo,  TX  79101 


Jay  Inslee  Governor 
Washington  Governor's  Office 
Olympia,  WA  98504-0002 


Michael  Baumgartner  Senator 
Washington  State  Senate,  District  6 
Olympia,  WA  98504-0406 


Commissioners 
Cavalier  County  Commission 
Langdon,  ND  58249 
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Elizabeth  Gray  Administrator 

City  of  Altus 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Councilmembers 

City  of  Altus  City  Council 

Altus,  OK  73521 

David  Webb  Mayor 

City  of  Altus  Mayor's  Office 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Paul  Harpole  Mayor 

City  of  Amarillo  Mayor's  Office 

Amarillo,  TX  79101 

Dion  Avello  Mayor 

City  of  Derby  Mayor's  Office 

Derby,  KS  67037-3533 

Lynn  Stauss  Mayor 

City  of  East  Grand  Forks  Mayor's  Office 
East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Cheryl  Snipes  City  Clerk 

City  of  Elk  City 

Elk  City,  OK  73648 

Daniel  Gambill  Mayor 

City  of  Elk  City  Mayor's  Office 

Elk  City,  OK  73644 

Betsy  Price  Mayor 

City  of  Fort  Worth  Mayor's  Office 

Fort  Worth,  TX  76102 

Michael  Brown  Mayor 

City  of  Grand  Forks 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58206-5200 

Curt  Kreun 

City  of  Grand  Forks 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 

Glen  Robertson  Mayor 

City  of  Lubbock  Mayor's  Office 

Lubbock,  TX  79457 

David  Condon  Mayor 

City  of  Spokane  Mayor's  Office 

Spokane,  WA  99201 

Larry  Wolgast  Mayor 

City  of  Topeka  Mayor's  Office 

Topeka,  KS  66603 

Carl  Brewer  Mayor 

City  of  Wichita  Mayor's  Office 

Wichita,  KS  67202 

Lisa  Anders  City  Clerk 

Clinton  City 

Clinton,  OK  73601 

Darrell  Downing 

Derby  City  Council 

Derby,  KS  67037 

Chuck  Warren 

Derby  City  Council 

Derby,  KS  67037 

Flal  Gershman  Council  Member 

Grand  Forks  City  Council 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 

Commissioner 

Grand  Forks  Commissioners 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201-4715 

Vivian  Drees  Clerk/Treasurer 

Grand  Forks  County 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 

Constance  Triplett  Commission  Chair 
Grand  Forks  County  Board  of 
Commissioners 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58206-6372 

Gary  Malm  Commission  Chairman 

Grand  Forks  County  Commissioners 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 

Kelly  Pinion 

Lubbock  County  Clerk's  Office 

Lubbock,  TX  79401 

Commissioners 

Polk  County  Board  of  County 
Commissioners 

Crookston,  MN  56716 

Julie  Smith 

Potter  County  Clerk's  Office 

Amarillo,  TX  79105 

Kelly  Arnold  County  Clerk 

Sedgewick  County 

Wichita,  KS  67203 

Cyndi  Beck  County  Clerk 

Shawnee  County 

Topeka,  KS  66603 

County  Clerk 

Spokane  County 

Spokane,  WA  99260 

Mary  Louise  Garcia 

Tarrant  County  Clerk's  Office 

Fort  Worth,  TX  76196 
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Diane  Blair 

Base  Realignment  Impact  Center 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


Joe  Miniace  Regional  Administrator 
FAA,  Central  Region 
Kansas  City,  MO  64106-2641 


Michael  D.  Fluerta  Administrator 
FAA,  Headquarters 
Washington,  DC  20591 


Teresa  Bruner  Administrator 
FAA,  Southwest  Region 
Fort  Worth,  TX  76137 


National  Park  Service 
Denver,  CO  80225 


U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Tulsa,  OK  74128-4609 


Robert  W.  Johnson  Commissioner 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Washington,  DC  20240-0001 


Laura  Jo  West  Supervisor 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Colville  National 

Forest 

Colville,  WA  99114 

Christopher  Laveau  Superviisory 
Hydrologist 
U.S.  Geological  Survey 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 

Robert  Impson  Muskogee  Area  Director 
USBIA,  Muskogee  Area  Office 
Muskogee,  OK  74401 


Horst  Greczmiel 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
Washington,  DC  20501 


Barry  Cooper  Regional  Administrator 
FAA,  Great  Lakes  Region 
Des  Plaines,  IL  60018 


Kelly  Nelson 

FAA,  Minneapolis  Air  Route  Traffic 
Control  Center 

Minneapolis,  MN  55450-2704 

Roger  McGrath 
FAA,  Southwest  Region 
Fort  Worth,  TX  76137 


Don  Kilma 

U.S.  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 

Preservation 

Washington,  DC  20004 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Tulsa,  OK  74145-1352 


Michael  J.  Ryan  Regional  Director 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Billings,  MT  59107-6900 


Jose  Linares  Director 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Region  6,  Pacific 

Northwest 

Portland,  OR  97204-3440 

Suzette  Kimball  Acting  Director 
U.S.  Geological  Survey  National  Center 
Reston,  VA  20192 


Dan  Deerinwater  Regional  Director 
USBIA,  Southern  Plains  Regional  Office 
Anadarko,  OK  73005 


John  H.  Page,  Jr. 

FAA,  Air  Traffic  Organization 
Washington,  DC  20591 


Steve  Obenauer 
FAA,  Great  Lakes  Region 
Bismarck,  ND  58504 


Kathryn  Vernon  Regional  Administrator 
FAA,  Northwest  Mountain 
Renton,  WA  98057 


David  Cink 

Federal  Aviation  Administration  Great 

Lakes  Region 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 

Dan  Cimarosti  North  Dakota  Regulatory 
Program  Manager 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Bismarck,  ND  58504 

Dennis  E.  Breitzman  Area  Manager 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Bismarck,  ND  58501 


Benjamin  Tuggle 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
Southwest  Region 
Albuquerque,  NM  87103-1306 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Rocky  Mountain 
Region 

Golden,  CO  80401 


Deputy  Regional  Director 
USBIA,  Great  Plains  Regional  Office 
Aberdeen,  SD  57401-4384 

USDA  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service 

Altus,  OK  73521-1305 
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Gary  O'Neill  State  Conservationist 
USDA,  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service 

Stillwater,  OK  74075-2655 

Carol  Rushin  Acting  Regional 
Administrator 
USEPA  Region  10 
Denver,  CO  80202-1129 

James  Hanley 
USEPA  Region  9 
Denver,  CO  80202-1129 


USEPA,  Region  6 
Dallas,  TX  75202-2733 


Jim  Alfonso  Deputy  Project  Leader 
USFWS  Devils  Lake 
Devils  Lake,  ND  58301 


Robyn  Thorson  Regional  Director 
USFWS  Pacific  Region 
Portland,  OR  97232 


USFWS,  Oklahoma  Ecological  Services 

Field  Office 

Tulsa,  OK  74129-1428 


Dave  Duncan  Water  Quality 
Department  of  Ecology  Washington 
State 

Spokane,  WA  99205-1295 
Roy  Fillion 

Job  Service  North  Dakota 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


Ecological  Services  Section 
Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife,  Parks, 
and  Tourism 
Pratt,  KS  67124-8174 


Gina  McCarthy  Administrator 
USEPA 

Washington,  DC  20004 


Joe  Cothern  Environmental  Review 

Coordinator 

USEPA  Region  7 

Lenexa,  KS  66219 

Susan  Bromm  Director 

USEPA,  Office  of  Federal  Activities 

Washington,  DC  20004 


Michael  Ramirez 
USFWS 

Devils  Lake,  ND  58301 


Noreen  Walsh  Regional  Director 
USFWS  Mountain-Prairie  Region 
Lakewood,  CO  80228 


NEPA  Program  Coordinator 
USFWS  Upper  Columbia  Office 
Spokane  Valley,  WA  99206 


Lou  Lombardi 
Veterans  Service  Office 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58206 


Lynn  Peterson  Secretary  of 
Transportation 

Department  of  Transportation 

Washington 

Olympia,  WA  98504 

John  Mitchell  Director,  Division  of 
Environment 

Kansas  Department  of  Health  and 

Environment 

Topeka,  KS  66612-1367 

J  R  Flores  State  Conservationist 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
Bismarck,  ND  58501 


Dennis  E.  McLerran  Regional 
Administrator 
USEPA  Region  10 
Seattle,  WA  98101 

Dana  Allen 
USEPA  Region  8 
Denver,  CO  80202-1129 


USEPA,  Oklahoma  Field  Office 
Tulsa,  OK  74128-4629 


Shawn  Bayless  Pilot 
USFWS 

Bismarck,  ND  58501 


Jeff  Towner  Mr. 

USFWS  North  Dakota  Field  Office 
Bismarck,  ND  58501-7926 


Noreen  Walsh  Regional  Director 
USFWS,  Office  of  the  Director 
Lakewood,  CO  80228 


Allyson  Brooks  State  Historic 

Preservation  Officer 

Department  of  Archaeology  &  Historic 

Preservation 

Olympia,  WA  98501 

Jennifer  Meeks 
Great  Plains  State  Park 
Mountain  Park,  OK  73559 


Mike  King  Secretary  of  Transportation 
Kansas  Department  of  Transportation 
Topeka,  KS  66603-3754 


Jason  Weller  Acting  Chief 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

Washington,  DC  20250 
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W.  Swenson  District  Engineer 
NDDOT  District  3  -  Devils  Lake 
Devils  Lake,  ND  58301-3628 


Doug  Goehring  Commissioner 
North  Dakota  Department  of 
Agriculture 

Bismark,  ND  58505-0020 

Grant  Levi  Director 

North  Dakota  Department  of 

Transportation 

Bismarck,  ND  58505-0700 

Larry  Kotchman  State  Forester 
North  Dakota  Forest  Service 
Bottineu,  ND  58318 


Mark  Zimmerman  Director 

North  Dakota  Parks  and  Recreation 

Department 

Bismarck,  ND  58503-0649 

Oklahoma  Department  of 
Transportation 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73105 


Agency  Representative 
Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Wildlife 
Conservation 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73505 

Oklahoma  Tourism  &  Recreation  Dept. 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73102 


Merlan  Paaverud,  Jr.  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer 
State  Historical  Society  of  North  Dakota 
Bismarck,  ND  58505-0830 

Texas  Historical  Commission 
Austin,  TX  78711-2276 


L.  Noehre  District  Engineer 
NDDOT  District  6  -  Grand  Forks 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58208-3077 


North  Dakota  Department  of 
Commerce 

Bismarck,  ND  58502-2057 


Paul  Govig  Director 

North  Dakota  Division  of  Community 

Services 

Bismarck,  ND  58503 

Jeff  Faught  Pilot 

North  Dakota  Game  and  Fish 

Bismarck,  ND  58504 


Chuck  Randall 

North  Dakota  Small  Business 
Development  Center 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203-8372 

Margaret  Graham 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Environmental 

Quality 

Oklahoma  City,  OK  73201 

Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Wildlife 
Conservation 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73152 


Jennie  Chinn  Executive  Director 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Topeka,  KS  66615-1099 


ZakCovar  Executive  Director 

Texas  Commission  on  Environmental 

Quality 

Austin,  TX  78711-3087 

Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Department 
Austin,  TX  78744 


Deborah  A.  Painte  Executive  Director 
North  Dakota  Commission  on  Indian 
Af  fa  i  rs 

Bismarck,  ND  58505-0300 
Terry  Dwelle 

North  Dakota  Department  of  Health 
Bismarck,  ND  58505-0200 


Jeff  Rotenberger  Energy  and 
Information  Security  Program  Manager 
North  Dakota  Energy  Department 
Bismarck,  ND  58502-2057 

Terry  Steinwand 

Director  Game  and  Fish  Department 
Bismarck,  ND  58505-0001 


Larry  Knudtson  Research  Analyst 
North  Dakota  State  Water  Commission 
Bismarck,  ND  58505-0850 


Gary  Ridley  Director 
Oklahoma  Dept,  of  Transportation 
Oklahoma  City,  0  K  7  3105 


Agency  Representative 
Oklahoma  Natural  Heritage  Inventory 
Norman,  OK  73019-0575 


Melvina  Heisch  Deputy  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73015 

Phil  Wilson  Executive  Director 
Texas  Department  of  Transportation 
Austin,  TX  78701 

USFWS  Kansas  Dept,  of  Wildlife,  Parks 
&  Tourism 
Pratt,  KS  67124 
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Washington  Air  National  Guard 
Fairchild  AFB,  WA  99011-9621 


Mike  Patterson  Chief  of  Police 
Altus  Police  Department 
Altus,  OK  73521 


City  of  Airway  Heights  Planning 
Department 

Airway  Heights,  WA  99001 


City  of  Clinton  Planning  Department 
Clinton,  OK  73601 


Kathy  Sexton  City  Manager 
City  of  Derby  City  Manager's  Office 
Derby,  KS  67037-3533 


City  of  Elk  City 
Elk  City,  OK  73644 


Brad  Gengler  City  Planner 
City  of  Grand  Forks  Planning 
Department 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 

Scott  Chesney  Planning  Director 
City  of  Spokane  Planning  and 
Development 
Spokane,  WA  99201 

Lane  Magnunson  County  Planner 
County  of  Grand  Forks  Planning  & 
Zoning 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 

Barry  Wilfahrt  President  &  CEO 
Grand  Forks  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 


Washington  Department  of 
Transportation 
Olympia,  WA  98504-7300 


Albert  Tripp 

City  of  Airway  Heights 

Airway  Heights,  WA  99001 


Barbara  Burleson  Planning  Director 
City  of  Altus  Planning  and  Development 
Altus,  OK  73521 


Dave  Yadon  Planning  Director 
City  of  Coeur  d'Alene  Planning 
Commission 

Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814 

Allison  Moeding  Director 

City  of  Derby  Economic  Development 

Derby,  KS  67037-3533 


Randall  Harwood  Director 
City  of  Fort  Worth  Planning  and 
Development 
Fort  Worth,  TX  76102 

City  of  Lubbock 
Lubbock,  TX  79401 


Bill  Fiander  Director 

City  of  Topeka  Planning  Department 

Topeka,  KS  66607 


Mark  R.  Fisher  District  Wildlife  Biologist 
Devils  Lake  Wetland  Management 
District 

Devils  Lake,  ND  58301 

Klause  Thiessen  President 
Grand  Forks  Region 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 


Phil  Anderson  Director 
Washington  Dept,  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Olympia,  WA  98501-1091 


Derrick  Braaten  City  Planner 
City  of  Airway  Heights  Planning 
Department 

Airway  Heights,  WA  99001 

Kelley  Shaw  Planning  Director 
City  of  Amarillo  Planning  Department 
Amarillo,  TX  79105-1971 


Dan  Squires  City  Engineer 

City  of  Derby 

Derby,  KS  67037-3533 


Cody  Bird  City  Planner 

City  of  Derby  Planning  Department 

Derby,  KS  67037-3533 


Maureen  Storstad 
City  of  Grand  Forks 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 


Kathleen  Weinand 
City  of  Spokane 
Spokane,  WA  99201 


Shawn  Maloney  Interim  Environmental 
Health  Manager 

City  of  Wichita  Office  of  Environmental 
Health 

Wichita,  KS  67214 
Kimberly  Strom 

Grand  Forks  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 


Kristi  Zukovich 

Sedgwick  County  Community 

Development 

Wichita,  KS  67203 
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Bill  Buchanan 

Sedgwick  County  Manager's  Office 
Wichita,  KS  67203 


Shawnee  County  Planning  Department 
Topeka,  KS  66618 


Eric  Giltner 

Small  Business  Administration 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 


Albert  French 

Spokane  County  Commissioner 
Spokane,  WA  99260 


Spokane  County  Planning  Department 
Spokane,  WA  99260 


Joe  Southwell  Air  Quality  Engineer 
Spokane  Regional  Clean  Air  Agency 
Spokane,  WA  99207-5384 


E.  Susan  Meyer 

Spokane  Transit  Authority 

Spokane,  WA  99201-2686 

John  Schlegel  Director  of  Planning 
Wichita  Sedgwick  County 

Wichita,  KS  67202-1688 

Wichita-Sedgwick  County  Planning 
Department 

Wichita,  KS  67202 

Robert  Alford 

Wichita,  KS  67220 

Duaine  Ash 

Devils  Lake,  ND  58301 

Kevin  Baker 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Christy  Brantner 

Spokane,  WA  99224 

Paul  Brusseau 

Walhalla,  ND  58282 

Dave  Dahl 

Wichita,  KS  67226 

Tom  &  Judy  Foster 

Wichita,  KS  67207 

Tom  Heiman 

Bel  Air,  KS  67220 

David  Hitchcock 

Wichita,  KS  67203 

Christopher  &  Deanna  Jones 

Altus,  OK  73521 

David  Kragnes 

Felton,  MN  56536 

Margarita  LaFarelle  Hunt 

Wichita,  KS  67209 

Alan  Mackey 

Wichita,  KS  67230 

Tom  Moore 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Joann  Pottorff 

Wichita,  KS  67208 

Randy  Richards 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 

T.  Richards 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 

Richard  Sawdy 

Spokane,  WA  99203 

Dana  Shifflett 

Newton,  KS  67114-8793 

Anna  Spivey 

Langdon,  ND  58249 

Ronad  L  Wolf 

Haysville,  KS  67060 
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Keith  Lund 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 


Doris  Cooper 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 


Shelley  Packard 
Wichita,  KS  67207 


Gwen  Skjold 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


Jack  Davidson 
Wichita,  KS  67226 


Flenry  Flartsell 
Altus,  OK  73521-2020 


Maurice  Clark  Gunther 
Wichita,  KS  67216 


Jeffery  Flouk 
Beechcraft 
Derby,  KS  67037 


Solomon  Tafesse 
Best  Value  Services 
Wichita,  KS  67202 


Marty  Miller  Executive  Director  Paul  Swavely 

Botanica  Fairfiled  Inn  and  Suites 

Wichita,  KS  67203-3199  Spokane,  WA  99202 


Flollis  Barnett 
Garco  Construction 
Spokane,  WA  99220 


Skip  Greenberg 
Greenberg  Realty 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


Sandra  Jawara 
GSI 

Spokane,  WA  99201 


Tom  Reese 
Lydig  Construction 
Spokane,  WA  99206 


Steve  Breidenbach  John  Roberts  Joan  Flolup 

Nokak  Electric  Cooperative  Roberts  &  Roberts  Properties  Spirit 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58208-3000  Goddard,  KS  67052  Wichita,  KS  67207 


James  Murphey 
STRATA 

Spokane,  WA  99206 


Jan  Flarper  Chief  Financial  Officer  Tim  Murphy  Mr. 

Wichita  Art  Museum  Altus  Police  Department 

Wichita,  KS  67203-3296  Altus,  OK  73521 


Roger  Levick  Sherriff 
Jackson  County  Sheriff 
Altus,  OK  73521 


,  ,  r  Altus  AFB  Library 

Johnny  Freeman  Mr.  ' 

J  U-  U  n  *  1-  A14.  Altus,  OK  73523 

Oklahoma  Flighway  Patrol  in  Altus 

Altus,  OK  73521 


Altus  Public  Library 
Altus,  OK  73521 


Fairchild  AFB  Library 
Fairchild  AFB,  WA  99011 


Amarillo  Public  Library 
Amarillo,  TX  79101 


Grand  Forks  AFB  Library 
Grand  Forks  AFB,  ND  58205 


Central  Library 
Wichita,  KS  67202 


Grand  Forks  Public  Library 
Grand  Forks,  ND  99201 
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Lawton  Public  Library 

Lawton,  OK  73501 

Mahon  Public  Library 

Lubbock,  TX  79401 

McConnell  AFB  Library 

McConnell  AFB,  KS  67221 

Spokane  Public  Library 

Spokane,  WA  99201 

Summerglen  Library 

Fort  Worth,  TX  76137 

Topeka  &  Shawnee  County  Public 
Library 

Topeka,  KS  66605 

Western  Plains  Library  System 

Clinton,  OK  76301 

Mitch  Meador 

Lawton  Constitution 

Lawton,  OK  73502 

Mary  Esparza 

KWHN/KQ106 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Duaine  Sanden 

Leighton  Broadcasting 

Mentor,  MN  56736 

Jantz  Bain  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Kerry  Bull  Board  Member 
Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Dana  Darby  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73522 

N.  Lee  Doughty  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Jim  Gover  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Rodger  Kerr  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Anthony  B.  Krawietz  Board  Member 
Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus  AFB,  OK  73523 

Mary  Kruska  Board  Member 
Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Krystal  Martin  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Jim  Norris  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73522 

David  Player  Board  Member 
Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Brenda  Pruitt  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Danny  Robbins  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Shane  Hokett  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce  &  Military 
Affairs  Committee 

Blair,  OK  73526 

Joe  Leverett  Board  Member 

Chamber  of  Commerce  &  Military 
Affairs  Committee 

Altus,  OK  73521 

Eva  Lucas  Chairman 

Committee  of  100 

Elmer,  OK  73539 

Greg  Bever 

Forward  Fairchild 

Spokane,  WA  99223 

Danny  Holwerda  Chairperson 

GF-EGF  Chamber  of  Military 
Appreciation  Committee 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 

Robert  Green 

Grand  Forks  American  Legion  U  6 

Arvilla,  ND 58214 

John  Colter 

Grand  Forks  Board  of  Realtors 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 
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Matt  McCoy 

International  Triad  Alliance 
Spokane,  WA  99203 


Paul  Krupp 

Neighborhood  Alliance 
Spokane,  WA  99203 


Alpine  Aviation,  Inc 
Provo,  UT  84601 


Clinton-Sherman  Industrial 

Airpark/OSIDA 

Burns  Flat,  OK  73624 


GFK  Flight  Support 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 


Metropolitan  Topeka  Airport  Authority 
Topeka,  KS  66619 


LarryTaborsky  Director 

National  Association  of  State  Aviation 

Officials 

Bismarck,  ND  58502 

Gary  R.  Ness  Executive  Director 
North  Dakota  Aeronautics  Commission 
Bismarck,  ND  58502-5020 


Darrel  Pittman  Chairman 
North  Dakota  Aviation  Council 
Bismarck,  ND  58503-6409 


Trent  Teets  Chairman 
North  Dakota  Sports  Aviation 
Association 
West  Fargo,  ND  58078 


Bernie  Koch 

Kansas  Economic  Progress  Council 
Topeka,  KS  66612 


Rob  Fliggins 

Spokane  Association  of  Realtors 
Spokane,  WA  99205-4206 

Altus/Quartz  Mountain  Regional 
Airport 

Altus,  OK  73521 


Christopher  Ash 

Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport 

Fort  Worth,  TX  76102 


Patrick  Dame  Executive  Director 
Grand  Forks  Regional  Airport  Authority 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 

National  Air  Transportation  Assoc. 
Alexandria,  VA  22302 


National  Business  Aviation  Association 
Washington,  DC  20036 


North  Dakota  Army  National  Guard 
Bismarck,  ND  58502 


Rod  Brekken  President 

North  Dakota  Aviation  Mechanics 

Association 

Casselton,  ND  58012 

James  Loomis  Aviation  Director 
Preston  Smith  International  Airport 
Lubbock,  TX  79401 


Pam  Schorsch 
MAC  Committee 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


Suellen  Joachims 

Wichita  Independent  Business 

Association 

Andover,  KS  67002 

Ken  Schuler 
Civil  Air  Patrol  (CAP) 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


Fort  Worth  Meacham  International 
Airport 

Fort  Worth,  TX  76106 


Lubbock  International  Airport 
Lubbock,  TX  79404 


National  Association  of  State  Aviation 
Officials 

Washington,  DC  20001 


Cindy  Schreiber-Beck  Executive 
Director 

North  Dakota  Aerial  Agricultural 

Association 

Wahpeton,  ND  58075 

Robert  Simmers  Chairman 
North  Dakota  Aviation  Association 
Bismarck,  ND  58504 


Paul  Flanson  President 
North  Dakota  Pilots  Association 
Emerado,  ND 58228 


Patrick  Rhodes  Aviation  Director 
Rick  Flusband  Amarillo  International 
Airport 

Amarillo,  TX  79111 
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David  Holmes 

Spokane  International  Airport 
Spokane,  WA  99224 


Ben  Trapnell 

UND  Aerospace 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58202-9007 


Victor  D.  White  Director  of  Airports 
Wichita  Airport  Authority 
Wichita,  KS  67209 

Blair  Elementary  School 
Fairchild  AFB,  WA  99011 


Vicki  Ericson 

Grand  Forks  School  District 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 

Park  College  92  MSS/DPE 
Fairchild  AFB,  WA  99011-9469 


Al  Palmer 

University  of  North  Dakota 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 


Ken  Towers 

Grand  Forks  AFB,  Base  Ambassador 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


Shaun  Cecil 
Jackson  County  EMS 
Altus,  OK  73521 


Terrance  Brown 
Spokane  Community  College 
Spokane,  WA  99217-5410 


Arlen  Honts 
Friends  University 
Wichita,  KS  67213 


Terry  Munther 

Medical  Lake  School  District 

Medical  Lake,  WA  99022-9737 


Douglas  McCormack 
Southwest  Technical  College 
Altus,  OK 


Doug  McDonald 

Unmanned  Applications  Institute 

International 

Grand  Forks,  ND  58203 

North  Dakota  Army  National  Guard 
Devils  Lake,  ND  58301-8500 


David  Sprynczynatyk  Adjutant  General 
ND  Department  of  Emergency  Services 
Bismark,  ND  58506 


John  Townsley  Legislative  Director 
Washington  Pilots  Association 
Spokane,  WA  99205 


Mark  Haught 
Altus  High  School 
Altus,  OK  73521 


Russell  Pritchard,  Jr. 
Gonzaga  University 
Spokane,  WA  99258-0001 


Richard  Schwasinger 

National  Institute  for  Aviation  Research 

Wichita,  KS  67220 


Bob  Concannon 
University  of  North  Dakota 
GFAFB,  ND  58204 


Kristy  Greer 

Western  Oklahoma  State  College 
Altus,  OK  73521 


Lloyd  Colston 

Altus  Emergency  Management  Services 
Altus,  OK  73521 
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KC-46A^ 


Purpose  and  Need:  Tanker  Modernization 

The  purpose  of  the  KC*46A  bedPown  is  to  provide  locations  tor  training  and  flight  operations  The  KC-46A 
tankers  are  needed  to  supports  high-threat,  mutti-role  warfighting  capabiiity  to  Commanders  worldwide. 
Trained  piiots  and  personnei  must  be  available  to  meet  necessary  KC>46A  scheduled  inventory  replenishment 
dates  as  older  KC-135  tanker  aircraft  are  withdrawn  from  the  inventory. 


In  comparison  to  aging  KC-13$  aircraft,  the 
KC-46A  has: 

>  Boom  and  drogue  refueling  capabilities  on  the 
same  sortie 

V  Multkpointalr  refueling  capability 

>  Airlift  capability  on  the  entire  main  deck  floor 

>  World-Wide  navigation  and  communicabon 

>  Receiver  air  refueling,  and 

>  Improved  force  protection  and  survivability 


For  more  information  visit 


'  m  »ie  Dratt  EfS.  the  i/SAf  ItientUfes  Altus  AFB  as  the  Ptetenea 
AJtarnattue  for  the  FTU  mission  anti  MeCotmatt  AFB  as  the  Ptefened 
AUentaOve  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  However,  no  decision  wfU  be 
made  as  to  llnal  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  locaUon(s)  until 
the  Record  of  Decision  for  this  EIS  has  been  sigtted. 


The  proposed  MOB  1  aitemative  locations  are: 

>  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma 

>  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 

>  Grand  ForksAFB,  North  Dakota 

>  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas* 


Proposed  Action:  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating 
Base  (MOB  1)  KC-46A  Tanker  Beddown 


The  proposed  action  s  to  estaUish  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  missions,  including  associated 
infrastructure  and  manpower  at  Nvo  different  existing  active  duty  U.S  Air  Force  (USAF)  bases  within  the  contiguous 
United  States  As  described  below,  there  are  two  alternatves  for  the  FTU  and  four  altematrves  for  the  MOB  1 
No  base  would  be  selected  to  host  both  missions  Specifically,  for  this  first  phase,  tiie  USAF  proposes  to 
beddown  one  squadron  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft  as  the  FTU  and  three  squadrons,  each  squadron 
consisting  of  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  as  the  MOB  1.  Pilots  and  operating  personnel  would  be  trained  at  the  FTU  to 
safely  and  effectively  fly,  and  operate  the  KC-46A  aircraft  The  MOB  1  will  support  global  mobility  operations 
aixl  continuation  training  for  pilots,  boom  operators  and  maintainers 


A'r>«.4 .4in-U^air  RtJkfHng 


The  selected  basing  locations  would  need  to  accommodate 
training  and  flight  operations  necessary  to  support  KC-46A 
pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each  KC-46A  squadron 
requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  Ki  support 
aircraft  operatiorts  and  pilot  and  personnel  training 


The  proposed  FTU  alternative  locations  are: 

>  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma* 

>  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 


FornHlTnnngUml{FTU)( 

FifitMmiOpeniiAgBaMiMCiBi) 

KC-46A 


Evaluating  Alternatives 


Action  Alternatives 


The  KC-4$A  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  evaluates  the  potential  environmertal  consequences 
of  iwo  tlifleien  actions: 

1.  Beddown  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  fa  one  squadron  at  one  base  for  the  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU); 
and 

2.  Beddown  of  36  KC  46A  aiiciafl  for  three  squadons  ^  one  base  foi  the  Fust  MainOpeialing  Base  (MOB  1). 

Pilots  and  operating  persumel  would  be  trained  at  the  FTU  to  safely  and  erfeclrvety  fly,  and  operate  the  KC-46A 
aucraft.  The  MOB  1  will  support  global  mobiMy  operations  arxl  continuation  training  for  pilots,  boom  operatois  and 
maintauTcrs. 


The  proposed  FTU  alternative  locations  are: 

>  Altus  Alt  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma* 

>  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas 

The  proposed  MOB  1  alternative  locations  are: 

>  Altus  AFB.  Oklahoma 

>  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 

>  Grand  Forks  AFB.  North  Dakota 

>  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas' 


'In  the  Draft  EIS,  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Identifies 
Altus  AFB  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  for 
the  FTU  mission  and  McConnell  AFB  as 
Oie  f^e/erred  Alternative  for  the  MOB  1 
mission.  However,  no  decision  will  be  made 
as  to  final  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown 
tocatlonfs)  until  the  Record  of  Decision  for 
this  CIS  has  been  signed. 


No-Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No-Aclion  alternative,  basing  of  the  KC  46A  aucraft  world  not  occur  at  this  time.  A  No  Action  alternative 
will  be  evaluated  for  envirortnertal  consequences  at  each  proposed  beddown  location,  which  will  provide  a  baselme 
for  decision-makers. 
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fonnalTcanigUnt(FTU)i 
Fist  Man  Opening  Base  |M06 1  ] 

KC-46A^ 


Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 


Facilities 

For  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions,  in  addition  to  receiving 
the  aircratt.AHusAFB  could  require  the  following  types  of 
^cilities  to  support  ihe  mission: 

■  Re-use  of  existing  and  construction  of  new  hangars 

■  Re-use  of  existing  and  new  buildings 

■  Aircraft  parking 

■  Fuel  facilities 

■  Base  Service  Support  Infrastructure 


LoemicnclAtBaliaiyAnl»td%  nrAttia  Af8. 

Auxiliary  Airfields 

For  training  purposes,  as  part  of  the  FTU  mission,  the  USAF 
would  use  existing  auxiliary  airfields  for  practicing  various 
flight  operations.  For  Altus  AFB.  the  auxiliary  airfields 
proposed  to  be  used  as  part  of  this  mission  include: 
a  Ciinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airparir.  Oklahoma 
a  Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport.  Texas 
a  Lubbock  Preston  Smith  International  Airport.  Texas  and 
a  RkkHusbandAmarillo  IntemalionalAirport,  Texas 

These  locations  are  currently  beirtg  used  as  auxiliary 
airfields  forthe  existing  KC-135  FTU  mission  at  AHusAFB. 
Although  no  ground-based  activity  would  occur  at  these 
locations,  the  KC-46A  would  use  these  airfields  for  practice 
landings,  and  other  aircraft  operations  similar  to  how  they 
are  being  used  by  the  existing  KOI  35  mission  today. 


•9 


On  January  9, 2013,  the  U.S.Air  Force  (USAF)  announced  AHusAFB  as  a  candidate  installation  forthe 
KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  mission  or  the  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  mission  but  not 
both  missions.  On  May  22. 2013,  Ihe  USAF  announced  Atius  AFB  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the 
FTU  mission.  For  either  Ihe  FTU  or  MOB  mission,  the  existing  KC-135  mission  would  remain  at  Alius 
AFB  and  would  not  change  as  a  result  of  the  KC-46A  mission. 


If  selected  as  the  beddown  location  for  the  FTU  or  the  MOB  1.  AHusAFB  would 
need  to  accommodate  training  and  flight  operations  necessary  lo  support  KC-46A 
pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Forthe  FTU  mission,  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft 
would  be  operated  by  one  squadron  and  four  auxiliary  airfields  would  be  used  for 
flight  training  purposes.  For  Ihe  MOB  1  mission.  36  KC-46A  aircraft  would  comprise 
three  squadrons. 


For  more  information  visit 


Formal  Tcanng  Unit  (Fm)& 

Fnt  Operating  Base  (MOB  1 ) 

KC-46A^ 


Existing  FactitUes  and  infrasvucture  at  Fairchild  AFB. 


For  more  information  visit 


On  January  9,  2013,  the  Air  Force  announced  Fairchild  AFB  as  a  candidate 
installation  for  the  KC-46A  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  mission. 

If  selected  as  Uie  beddown  location  for  the  the  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1), 
Fairchild  AFB  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  and  flight  operations  necessary 
lo  support  KC-46A  pilots,  and  operating  personnel.  The  36  KC-46A  aircraft  would 
comprise  three  squadrons.  The  new  KC-46A  aircraft  would  eventually  replace  the 
KC-135  aircraft,  and  the  existing  KC-135  mission  would  transform  lo  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  mission. 


Facilities 


For  the  MOB  1  mission,  in  addition  to  receiving  the  aircraft, 
Fairchild  AFB  could  require  the  following  types  of  facilities  to 
support  the  mission: 

■  Re-use  of  existing  and  construction  of  new  hangars 

■  Re-useof  existing  and  new  buildings 

■  Aircraft  parking 

■  Fuel  facilities 

•  Base  Service  Support  Infrastructure 


Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 
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Forn«TnnngUnl(FTll)& 

Fnt  Man  Optfstvig  Base  (MOB  1 ) 

KC-46A^ 


Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 

On  January  9,  2013,  the  Air  Force  announced  Grand  Forks  AFB  as  a 
candidate  installation  for  the  KC'46A  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1) 
mission, 

If  selected  as  the  beddown  location  for  the  the  First  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  1).  Grand  Forks  AFB  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  and  flight 
operations  necessary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots,  and  operating  personnel. 

The  36  KC-46A  aircraft  would  comprise  three  squadrons,  If  Grand  Forks  AFB 
were  to  be  selected  for  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  existing  Remotely  Piloted 
Aircraft  (RPA)  mission  would  continue. 

Facilities 

For  the  MOB  1  mission,  in  addition  to  receiving  the  aircraft. 

Grand  Forks  AFB  could  require  the  following  types  of  facilities 
to  support  the  mission: 

■  Re-use  of  existing  and  construction  of  new  hangars 

■  Re-use  of  existing  and  new  buildings 

■  Aircraft  parking 

■  Fuel  facilities 

■  Base  Service  Support  Infrastructure 


FormalTramgUn((FTU)& 

Fni  Uam  Operating  Base  (MOB  1  ] 

KC-46A 


For  more  information 


! 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 


(m. 


On  January  9. 2013,  the  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  announced  McConnell  AFB  as  a  candidate  installation  for 
the  KC'46A  Formal  Training  Uni  (FTU)  mission  or  the  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  mission  but  not 
both  missions.  On  May  22,  2013,  the  USAF  announced  McConnell  AFB  as  the  preferred  alternative  for 
the  MOB  1  mission.  If  selected  for  the  KC'4$A  FTU  mission,  the  existing  KC-HS  mission  would  remain  at 
McConnell  AFB  and  continue  to  operate  as  it  does  today.  For  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft 
would  eventually  replace  the  KC-135  aircrall.  and  the  existing  KC-135  mission  would  transform  to  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  mission. 


I  If  selected  as  the  beddown  location  for  the  FTU  or  the  MOB  1,  McConnell  AFB  would 
I  need  to  accommodate  training  and  flight  operations  necessary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots. 

and  operating  personnel.  For  the  FTU  mission ,  up  to  eight  KCMBA  aircraft  would  be 
'  operated  by  one  squadron  and  three  auxiliary  airfields  would  be  used  for  flight  training 
purposes.  For  the  MOB  1  mission.  36  KC-46A  aircraft  would  comprise  three  squadrons. 


LoeaOonotAwfUtryAirfteMt  IbrUeCenmaAPB 

AuxiliaryAirfields 

For  training  purposes,  as  part  of  the  FTU  mission,  the 
USAF  would  use  existing  airfields  for  practicing  various 
flight  operations.  For  McConnell  AFB.  the  auxiliary  airfields 
proposed  lo  be  used  as  part  of  this  mission  include; 

■  Clinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark.  Oklahoma 

■  Forbes  Field  Airport  near  Topeka.  Kansas,  and 

■  Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport  near  Wchita.  Kansas 

Although  no  ground-based  activity  would  occur  at  these 
locations,  the  KC-46A  would  use  these  airfields  for  practice 
landings  and  other  aircraft  operations. 


BxaOngFtciHtm  antinfrastnjeiumtt¥eCcnHAUAPe 


Facilities 

For  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions,  in  addition  to  receiving 
the  aircraft,  McConnell  AFB  could  require  the  following 
types  of  facilities  to  support  the  mission; 

•  Re-use  of  existing  and  construction  of  new  hangars 

■  Re-use  of  existing  and  new  buildings 
a  Aircraft  parking 

■  Fuel  facilities 

■  Base  Service  Support  Infrastructure 
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Formal  Training  JnK  (FTU)  & 
rust  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1) 

KC-46A^ 

Beddown 


The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  Process 

NEPA  i*  our  national  mandate  for  making  informod  doeiiiont  while  conaidering  environmental  consequeneei.  When  federal 
agencies  propose  projects  having  the  potential  to  Impact  the  environment,  NEPA  requires  the  following  process  be  undertaken 
as  part  of  the  planning  process  before  final  decisions  are  made:  (1)  evaluation  and  consideration  of  potential  environmental 
consequences  and  (2)  consideration  of  public  and  government  agency  comment  The  graphic  below  shows  the  KC46A  Beddown 
EIS  timeline  for  NEPA  compliance. 


O  Notice  of  Intent  (NO  I)  and  Scoping 

The  EIS  Degen  with  theNOi,  which  was 
pubUshM  ih  thefedtra/Pagialecon  MarchSB,  2013, 
arrncMnarig  ihe  U  S  Air  Force's  (USAF’s)  intent  to 
prepare  an  EIS  DniheKC-aeAbeddcw/n  The  NOI 
marked  the  beginning  of  the  public  scoping  process, 
which  included  community  scoping  meetings  held  in 
April  end  concluded  on  May  17, 201 3.  The  scoping 
pariodprtwidad  the  public  an  opponurUy  to  review  iha 
prc^Qsed  action  and  alternatives  and  identify  issues  or 
recommendatlonsfor  USAF  considerttlon  in  the  Draft 
EIS. 


C#  Draft  EIS  Preparation 

The  scoping  period  was  followed  by  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS  ThtUSAF  reviewed  public  and 
agency  comments  end  prepared  the  Draft  Eis  to  address  environmental  concarns  identified  during  the 
scoping  process  The  Draft  Eis 

•  identities  and  describes  the  affected  environment. 

•  evaluates  the  potential  environmanlal  consequences  from  a  range  of  reasonable  allernatves.  and 
■  identifies  environmental  permits  end  specific  mitigation  measures  to  avoid,  mnimiae,  or  reduce 

environmental  impacts  If  required 


1^  Draft  EIS  Public  Review 

■  At  this  time,  the  USAF  has  distributed  the  Draft  EIS  to  agencies  and  interested  parties  as 
[  w^l  as  filed  itwiththe  US,  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA). 

,  The  notice  of  availability  of  the  Draft  ElS  was  posted  in  the  Ftdera!  Regi^ei  on 
I  October  25,  2013,  which  began  the  Draft  EIS  public  review  and  comment  period,  scheduled 
'  to  close  on  Decembers,  2013,  in  late  October  2013,  the  USAF  also  announced  the 
j  availabiliiy  of  the  Draft  EIS  via  the  rieineiand  in  newspapers,  press  releases,  and  direct 
,  mailingslothe  project  mailing  list.  The  USAF  is  hosting  public  heanngs  in  the  communities 
I  potentially  alfeaed  by  the  proposal  to  gather  ccmments  cn  the  Draft  EiS  analysis  fiom 
•  the  puttie  by  December  a  20l  3,  comments  can  also  be  submitted  by  mail  or  through 
[  the  project  website,  when  the  public  comment  period  closes,  the  USAF  vwll  analyze  the 
,  cemments,  conduct  further  analysis  as  necessary,  and  prepare  the  Final  E6. 


There  are  numerous  opportunltle*  to 
be  Involved  in  the  EIS  Proceet 

The  EIS  Timeline 


1  I  rOppsriurtlieifcr  PiblielnvolwtMnl 
L.'.'.’;  WtereWiAnHow 


«r 

TtolkrsfAvtUllitrnfnranEis  Y 


Ttolkr  of  Avtlhbllitr  of  DrafI  E. . 
fkrpuklii'  lovlnv  publklitd  In 
Fiiiiiil  Ftfultr 

Minimum  45'dty  C’ommefU  Potiil 
atobtr  1013 


Nolko  of  ihriiuitty  ofFfeuIEIS 
piAHiM  ln»Wr,3r ud 
111  (tnyEISWakbig  Period 


^  Final  EIS  Preparation 

In  tbe  Final  EIS.  the  USAF  will  reapond  lolhasubstantt/eccmmenis  receivadfrom  othar  government 
agencieaand  kom  mamberaofthe  public  The  response  can  bein  the  form  of  changes  in  the  Final 
EISi  factual  corrections,  modlllcalionstothe  analyses  or  thealematives,  new  alernatives  considered, 
or  explanation  why  a  comment  does  not  lequirethe  agency's  response  A  copy  or  a  suiT>maryof 
substantrve  comments  and  Ihe  response  to  them  wit  be  included  in  the  Final  EIS 


FOA  and  30-Day  Waiting  Period 

VWen  complete,  the  USAF  will  distribute  the  Final  EIS  to  agencies  and  interested  parties  and  tile  it 
wth  the  USEPA.  After  filing,  an  NCAfcr  the  Final  ElSwiI  bepublished  In  fhaFederalRegiatr,  which 
bagnsthe  30-day  wailing  period  that  must  be  sPseived  bsfoielheUSAF  can  make  the  decision 
on  I  he  action 


^  Record  of  Decision  (ROD) 

After  the  SO-dsy  wailing  period  and  coneiderlrgtheanvironmenlal  consequences  of  the  proposed  acllor 
and  alterratvBS  and  any  additonal  comments  that  may  havebeen  received,  Ihe  decison  maker  can  select 
an  elternatve  and  issue  a  ROD.  Once  the  ROD  hasbeen  signed,  the  USAF  will  notify  the  public  with  a 
ncFicenih«Fe:f»r«/Pep/sf*ra$wellas  through  press  ralMses  and  othw  simlai  venues  The  ROD  stales 

■  whitthedecisianis, 

■  dentifesihe  alternatives  cersidered,  including  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative,  and 
•  discusses  mitigation  plans,  including  any  enforcement  andmonitonng  cormitments. 

in  the  ROD,  Ihe  agency  discusses  ell  Ihe  factors,  including  any  considerations  of  netroral  policy,  that 
ware  contemplated  when  it  reached  its  decision  on  whether  to,  and  if  so  hc»v  to,  proceed  with  Ihe 
proposed  action  The  ROD  will  also  discuss  if  all  practical  means  to  avoid  or  minimize  environmental 
harm  have  been  adopted,  and  if  net.  why  they  were  not. 


Yourinvolvement and  participation 
are  essential  to  the  decision- 
making  prooess 


Draft  EIS  review  period 

Please  take  this  opportunity  to: 

EI  Learn  about  the  proposal, 

S  Idenbfv  community-ipeeific  isauet, 
EZI  Make  sure  you  are  included  on  our 
mailing  list,  and 

El  Submit  your  Draft  EIS  comments. 


Submit  comments  electronically  at 
or  by  mall  before  Decembers.  2013,  to: 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
USAF,  AFCEC/CZN 
2261  Hughes  Ave,  Ste  166 
JBSA  Lackland  AFB.  TX  78236-6863 


For  more  information  visit 


PonrglTrarKigUnifmjjS 
First  Mar  (Dperatng  Base  (MOB  1 ) 

KC-46A^ 

Beddown 


For  more  information  visit 
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Environmental  Resource  Areas 


The  U.S.  Air  Force  understands  the  potential  for  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and 
First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  beddown  to  affect  environmental  resources.  The  Draft  EIS 
analyzes  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  changes  made  to  support 
KC-46A  operation  and  training,  including  changes  in  personnel,  construction  of  facilities,  and 
the  completion  of  KC-46A  training  and  flight  operation  activities.  The  environmental  resource 
areas  reviewed  in  the  Draft  EIS  include  those  listed  below.  Airspace  management  and  visual 
resources  were  not  evaluated  because  there  will  be  no  new  airspace  proposed  and  no  changes 
to  the  manner  in  which  the  existing  airspace  is  used. 


Airspace  Operations 

•  Noise 

•  Air  Quality 

•  Safety 

o  Flight  Safety 
o  Ground  Safety 

Natural  Resources 

•  Soils 

•  Surface  Water  and  Groundwater 

•  Floodplains 

Biological  Resources 

•  Vegetation 

•  Wildlife 

•  Special-Status  Species 

•  Wetlands 

Cultural  Resources 

•  Archaeological 

•  Architectural 

•  Traditional  Resources 

Human  Resources 

•  Land  Use 

•  Socioeconomics 

•  Environmental  Justice  and 
Protection  of  Children 

Community  Infrastructure 

•  infrastructure  (utilities, 
transportation  and  public  services) 

•  Hazardous  Matenals  and  Waste 
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Comparison  of  Current  KC-135  Versus  KC-46A 
Performance  Capabilities 


Capability 

Area 


Prob0  and  Drogue 
Refueling 


Boom  and  Probe  & 
Drogue  RefueHng  on  Same 
Mission 


Refueling  of  IVro  Aircraft 
at  the  Same  Time 


Cargo  fPassenger/ 
Medical  Patient  Capacity 


legacy  system 


Modem  zed  KC-tOPy-by-wire  system 


brreed  to  20  bakers  Mth  Hie  capability  j 
toatucnwngponsendconduct  ^ 
rrUbooirt  lelurtng  oi  two  siroaft 


Does  not  possess  sUTIcier*  systems 


Restnaedet  acecal  m 


to  refuel  in  tacbcai  mssions 


For  more  information  visit 
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Formal  Training  Unil(FTU)i 
Rrsl  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1 } 

KC-46A^ 

Beddown 


The  EIS  Timeline 


The  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  has  prepared  a  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  assess 
the  potential  environmental  consequences 
of  basing  and  operating  the  KC-46A  tanker 
aircraft,  associated  infrastructure  and  manpo\A/er 
to  establish  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit 
(FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1). 
The  USAF  is  hosting  public  hearings  in  the 
communities  potentially  affected  by  the  proposal 
to  gather  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  analysis. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA) 

NEPA  is  our  national  mandate  for  making 
informed  decisions  while  considering 
environmental  impacts.  When  Federal 
agencies  propose  projects  having  the  potential 
to  significantly  impact  the  environment,  NEPA 
requires  the  following  process  be  undertaken  as 
part  of  planning  before  final  decisions  are  made: 

•  Evaluation  and  consideration  of  potential 
environmental  consequences  for  proposals  that 
may  significantly  impact  the  environment,  and 

•  Consideration  of  public  and  government  agency 
comments. 

Where  the  potential  for  significant  environmental 
impacts  exists,  this  evaluation  is  presented  in  an 
EIS,  which: 

•  Identifies  and  describes  the  affected 
environment; 

•  Evaluates  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  from  a  range  of  reasonable 
alternatives;  and 

•  Identifies  environmental  permits  and  specific 
mitigation  measures  that  could  avoid,  minimize, 
or  reduce  potential  environment  consequences. 


I  I  Opportunities  for  Public  Involvemenl 
CJrrj  Where  We  Are  Now 


Draft  EIS  Public  Review 

At  this  time,  the  USAF  has  distributed  the  Draft 
EIS  to  agencies  and  interested  parties  as  well 
as  filed  it  with  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (USEPA),  The  notice  of  availability  of 
the  Draft  EIS  was  posted  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  October  25,  2013,  which  began  the  Draft  EIS 
public  review  and  comment  period,  scheduled 
to  close  on  December  9,  2013.  In  late  October, 
the  USAF  also  announced  the  availability  of  the 
Draft  EIS  via  the  internet  and  in  newspapers, 
press  releases,  and  direct  mailings  to  the  project 
mailing  list.  When  the  public  comment  period 
closes,  the  USAF  will  analyze  the  comments, 
conduct  further  analysis  as  necessary,  and 
prepare  the  Final  EIS. 


Proposed  Action:  FTU  and  MOB  1  KC-46A  Tanker  Beddown 

The  KC-46A  EIS  evaluates  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  two  different  actions; 

1 .  Beddown  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  for  one  squadron  at  one  base  for  the  FTU;  and 

2,  Beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three  squadrons  at  one  base  for  the  MOB  1 . 

The  proposed  FTU  alternative  locations  are: 

•  AltusAir  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma* 

•  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas 

The  FTU  Mission  would  require  the  use  of  various  auxiliary  airfields  in  Oklahoma,  Texas,  and  Kansas. 


The  proposed  MOB  1  alternative  locations  are: 

•  AltusAFB,  Oklahoma 

•  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 

•  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 

•  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas* 

Altus  AFB  and  McConnell  AFB  are  being  considered  for  both  the  FTU  or  MOB  1  missions.  No  base 
would  be  selected  for  both  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions. 


*  In  the  Draft  EIS,  the  USA  F  identifies  A  Itus  AFB  as 
the  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  FTU  mission  and 
McConnell  AFB  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  for 
the  MOB  1  mission.  However,  no  decision  will  be 
made  as  to  final  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown 
locatlonfs)  until  the  Record  of  Decision  for  this 
EIS  has  been  signed. 


No-Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No-Action  alternative,  basing  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  v/outd  not  occur  at  this  time.  A  No- 
Action  alternative  will  be  evaluated  for  environmental  consequences  at  each  proposed  beddown 
location,  which  vA/ill  provide  a  baseline  for  decision-makers. 
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Purpose  and  Need:  Tanker  Modernization 

The  selected  basing  locations  would  need  to  accommodate  training,  flight  operations,  and 
maintenance  support  as  necessary  to  support  KC-46A  pilots  and  operating  personnel.  Each 
KC-46A  squadron  requires  personnel,  facilities,  and  airspace  to  support  aircraft  operations  and  pilot 
and  personnel  training. 

The  purpose  of  the  KC-46A  beddown  is  to  provide  locations  for  training  and  flight  operations.  The 
KC*46A  tankers  are  needed  to  support  a  high-threat,  mufti-role  NA/arfighting  capability  to  Commanders 
worldwide.  Trained  pilots  and  personnel  must  be  available  to  meet  necessary  KC-46A  scheduled 
inventory  replenishment  dates  as  older  KC-135  tanker  aircraft  are  withdrawn  from  the  inventory. 


Comparison  of  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 
Performance  Capabilities 


Capability 

Area 


Primary  Function 


Boom  Refuelinfi 


Probe  and  DroQue 
Refueling 


Boom  and  Probe  &  Drogue 
Refueling  on  Seme  Mlasion 


Refueling  of  TWo  Aircraft  at 
the  Same  Time 


CargofPassengerf 
Medical  Patient  Capacity 


Defensive  Systems 


Night-time  Refueling 


Source  GAO  presentation  of  U9AF  information,  ©  Boeing  Corrpany  (KC-46A  photo) 
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Environmental  Resources 

The  USAF  understands  the  potential  for  the 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  to  affect 
environmental  resources.  The  Draft  EIS  analyzes 
the  potential  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  changes  made  to  support 
KC-46A  operation  and  training,  including  changes 
in  personnel,  construction  of  facilities,  and  the 
completion  of  KC-46A  training  and  flight  operation 
activities.  The  environmental  resource  areas 
reviev/ed  in  the  Draft  EIS  include  those  listed  to  the 
right.  Airspace  management  and  visual  resources 
were  not  evaluated  because  there  will  be  no  new 
airspace  proposed  and  no  changes  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  existing  airspace  is  used. 

Please  take  this  opportunity  to: 

Q  Learn  about  the  proposal, 

0  Identify  community-specific  issues, 

0  Make  sure  you  are  included  on  our 
mailing  list. 

0  Submit  your  Draft  EIS  comments 


Public  Hearings 

5:00  p.m.  -  8:00  p.m. 
Nov.  12,  2013 
McConnell  AFB 

Eugene  M .  Hughes  Metropolitan 

Complex,  Room  180 

6015  E.  29th  Street  N.,  Wichita,  KS 

Nov.  14,  2013 

Altus  AFB 

Southwest  Technology  Center 
711  W  Tamarack  Road,  Altus,  OK 
Nov.  18.  2013 
Grand  Forks  AFB 

Alerus  Center.  Hawk  Meeting  Room 
1200  42nd  Street  So,,  Grand  Forks,  ND 
Nov.  20.  2013 
Fairchild  AFB 

The  Lincoln  Center,  Monroe  Ballroom 
1316  N.  Lincoln  Street,  Spokane,  WA 


Environmental  Resource  Areas 
Include: 


Airspace  Operations 

•  Noise 

•  Air  Quality 

•  Safety 

o  Flight  Safety 
c>  Ground  Safety 


Natural  Resources 

•  Soils 

•  Surface  Water  and 
Groundwater 

•  Floodplains 


BiQiQ_aical  Resoujces 

•  Vegetation 

•  Wildlife 

•  Special-Status  Species 

•  Wetland 

Cultural  Resources 

•  Archaeological 

•  Architectural, 

•  Traditional  Resources 

Human  Resources 

•  Land  Use 

•  Socioeconomics 

•  Environmental  Justice  and 
Protection  of  Children 


Com  mtifiitv  Infrastructure 

•  Infrastructure  (utilities, 
transportation,  and 
public  services) 

•  Hazardous  Materials 
and  Waste 


How  to  Submit  Comments 

Submit  comments  electronically  at 
www.KC.46A-beddown.com 
at  a  public  hearing,  or  by  mdl 
before  December  9, 2013,  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
USAF  AFCEC/C2N 
2261  Hughes  Ave,  Ste.  155 
JBSA  Lackland  AFB,  TX  78236-9853 
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SLIDE  1.  (START  OF  HEARING) 


KC-46A  Beddown 
Public  Hearings 

AIR  FORCU 

TBD 

November  XX,  2013 


KC  46-A  Beddown  Draft  Public  Hearing  Script 


2013-10-30 


SLIDE  2.  (WELCOME) 

Welcome 

Public  Hearing  for  the 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and 

Main  Operating  Base  1  (MOB  1) 
for  the  Beddown  of 
KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft 


Integrity  -  Service  Excellence 
MEETING  ADMINISTRATION 

(AIR  FORCE  JUDGE)  ASK  ATTENDEES  TO  PLEASE  TAKE  THEIR  SEATS  AND 
SILENCE  CELL  PHONES,  AND  REMIND  THEM  THAT,  TIME  PERMITTING,  THE  AIR 
FORCE  REPRESENTATIVES  WILL  REMAIN  AFTER  THE  FORMAL  HEARING  TO 
FURTHER  DISCUSS  THE  PROPOSAL  IF  THEY  DESIRE. 

THE  TIME  IS  6:00  PM  AND  WE  WILL  NOW  START  THE  HEARING.  THANK  YOU 
FOR  ATTENDING  THIS  PUBLIC  HEARING  FOR  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT  OR  DRAFT  EIS  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  FORMAL  TRAINING 
UNIT  AND  FIRST  MAIN  OPEFtATING  BASE  BEDDOWN  OF  THE  KC^6A  TANKER 
AIRCRAFT. 

I’M  LT  COL  NATALIE  RICHARDSON  AND  I’LL  BE  YOUR  HEARING  OFFICER 
TONIGHT.  I  AM  AN  AIR  FORCE  JUDGE  AND  WILL  BE  ACTING  AS  THE 
MODERATOR  TONIGHT.  AS  THE  MODERATOR,  MY  ROLE  IS  TO  ENSURE  THAT 
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THE  AIR  FORCE  PROVIDES  A  FAIR,  ORDERLY,  AND  IMPARTIAL  HEARING 
WHERE  YOU  HAVE  AN  OPPORTUNITY  TO  MAKE  COMMENTS  ON  THE 
PROPOSAL.  I  DO  NOT  WORK  FOR  ANYONE  AT  AIR  MOBILITY  COMMAND,  THE 
AIR  FORCE  CIVIL  ENGINEER  CENTER,  AIR  EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING 
COMMAND,  OR  ANY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE  BASES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION  FOR 
THE  PROPOSED  ACTION.  I  AM  NOT  INVOLVED  IN  ANY  WAY  WITH  THE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  THIS  DRAFT  EIS,  AND  I  DO  NOT  ACT  AS  A  LEGAL  ADVISOR 
TO  THE  AIR  FORCE  REPRESENTATIVES  WORKING  ON  THIS  PROPOSAL. 

THIS  HEARING  IS  HELD  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY  ACT  (NEPA)  AS  IMPLEMENTED  BY  THE 
COUNCIL  ON  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  REGULATIONS  AND  THE  AIR  FORCE. 
WE  ARE  HERE  TONIGHT  TO  PRESENT  INFORMATION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  KC-46A  BEDDOWN  AND  TO  TAKE  YOUR 
COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS. 

TONIGHTS  HEARING  IS  ONE  OF  SEVERAL  OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  PUBLIC 
COMMENTS.  THIS  HEARING  IS  AN  OPPORTUNITY  FOR  YOU  TO  EXPRESS  YOUR 
VIEWS  AND  CONCERNS  ABOUT  THE  ADEQUACY  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL 
ANALYSIS  CONTAINED  IN  THE  DRAFT  EIS,  AS  WELL  AS  ANY  ISSUES  RELATED 
TO  THE  NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY  ACT  PROCESS.  THIS  HEARING  IS 
NOT  A  DEBATE  OR  A  VOTE  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS  AND  IT  IS  NOT  A  QUESTION 
AND  ANSWER  SESSION.  WE  WELCOME  YOUR  INPUT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL 
ANALYSIS  PRESENTED  IN  THE  DRAFT  EIS.  COMMENTS  ABOUT  OTHER 
UNRELATED  ISSUES  CAN  CERTAINLY  BE  MADE,  BUT  THEY  WILL  NOT  ASSIST 
IN  THE  DECISION  MAKING  PROCESS  FOR  THE  DRAFT  EIS. 


SLIDE  3  (NEPA  TEAM  MEMBERS) 

NEPA  Team  Members 


■  Lt  Col  Natalie 
Richardson,  Hearing 
Officer 

■  Col  Todd  Cargle,  AMC 
A5/A8P 

■  Ms.  Jean  Reynolds, 
AFCEC/CZN 


Integrity  Service  -  Ex  ceilence 

I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  BEGIN  THIS  HEARING  BY  INTRODUCING  THE  NEPA  TEAM. 
BEGINNING  WITH  THE  TEAM  LEADER,  COL.  TODD  CARGLE,  WITH  THE  AIR 
MOBILITY  COMMAND,  WHO  WILL  PRESENT  DETAILS  OF  THE  PROPOSED 
ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES.  NEXT  IS  MS.  JEAN  REYNOLDS,  EIS  PROJECT 
MANAGER  AT  THE  AIR  FORCE  NEPA  CENTER,  WHO  WILL  DISCUSS  RESULTS 
OF  THE  NEPA  PROCESS.  REPRESENTATIVES  FROM  (ALTUS,  FAIRCHILD, 
GRAND  FORKS,  MCCONNELL,  AIR  FORCE  BASES)  LED  BY  (NAME  OF  CC 
PRESENT)  ARE  PRESENT.  ALTHOUGH  NOT  A  PART  OF  THE  ANALYSIS  TEAM, 
THEY  HAVE  PROVIDED  DETAILED  BASE  INFORMATION  WHICH  IS  CRITICAL  TO 
A  THOROUGH  ANALYSIS  OF  IMPACTS  IN  THIS  DRAFT  EIS.  LASTLY, 
REPRESENTATIVES  FROM  LEIDOS  ARE  HERE  SUPPORTING  THE  AIR  FORCE 
AS  THE  CONTRACTOR.  TRANSCRIBING  TONIGHT'S  HEARING  IS  (READ  FROM 
BUSINESS  CARD).  I  WOULD  ALSO  LIKE  TO  RECOGNIZE  THE  FOLLOWING 
INDIVIDUALS  PRESENT  THIS  EVENING:  (READ  FROM  BUSINESS  CARDS). 
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SLIDE  4  (PUBLIC  HEARING  AGENDA) 


SLIDE  5  (WRITTEN  COMMENTS) 


Public  Hearing  '  f  . 

^ _ Agenda _ ^ 

■  PART  1:  Air  Force  Presentation 

■  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

■  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  Review 
Process 

■  Description  of  Anticipated  Environmental 
Consequences 

■  PART  2;  Formal  Draft  EIS  Comment  Opportunity 

■  Statements  for  the  Record 

■  Transcribed  by  Court  Reporter 


Integrity  Service  Excellence 
COL  CARGLE  WILL  FIRST  PRESENT  INFORMATION  ON  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 
AND  THE  ALTERNATIVES.  THEN,  MS.  REYNOLDS  WILL  PROVIDE  AN 
OVERVIEW  OF  THE  NEPA  PROCESS  AND  WILL  SUMMARIZE  THE  POTENTIAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  THE  PROPOSAL. 

AFTER  THEIR  PRESENTATIONS,  WHICH  SHOULD  TAKE  ABOUT  20  MINUTES, 
WE  WILL  BEGIN  OUR  ORAL  COMMENT  PERIOD,  DURING  WHICH  YOU  CAN 
PROVIDE  INPUT  ON  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION,  DRAFT  EIS  ANALYSIS,  AND 
POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS.  YOUR  COMMENTS  WILL  BECOME 
PART  OF  THE  OFFICIAL  RECORD  OF  THE  FINAL  EIS.  PLEASE  NOTE  THAT 
INFORMAL  DISCUSSIONS  AT  OUR  INFORMATIONAL  DISPLAYS  WILL  NOT 
BECOME  PART  OF  THE  EIS  RECORD,  SO  IF  YOU  HAVE  ITEMS  OF  CONCERN 
ABOUT  THE  ANALYSIS  IN  THE  DRAFT  EIS  YOU  WOULD  LIKE  TO  BRING  TO  OUR 
ATTENTION,  PLEASE  DO  SO  DURING  OUR  FORMAL  COMMENT  OPPORTUNITY 
OR  IN  WRITING. 


Written  Comments 


■  Complete  and  turn  in 
comments  tonight 

■  Submit  on  the  internet  at: 
www.KC-46A-beddown.com 

■  Mail  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
AFCEC/CZN  Bldg.  171 
2261  Hughes  Av.  Suite  155 
Lackland,  AFB  TX  78236 
Deadline  for  submittal 
(Postmarked):  Dec.  9,  2013 


Integrity 


Libraries  With  Draft  EIS  Copies 
Attus  Area; 

•  AJIus  Pubkc  Llb(«ty,  42t  N  Hudson  Street.  Atus.  OK 

•  Lawton  PuMc  Library,  110  SW4*  Street,  Lawton,  OK 

•  AJIus  AFS  library  109  E  Avenue.  Bldg  85 

•  Amarilo  Pubkc  Ubrary,  413  SE  4*  Ave.  Amanllo  TX* 

•  Western  Plains  Ubrary  System.  Clinton  OK* 

•  l4ahon  Pubfec  Library  1306  9**  St  LuUXKk.  TX* 

•  Summerglen  Library.  4205  Basswood  6M3,  Fod  Worth 
TX- 

Spokane  Area: 

•  Spokane  PubkcLibiary,  906  W  Mam  Ave  Spokane.  WA 

•  Fairchild  AFB  Library.  2  W  Castle  St 
Grand  Forks  Area; 

•  Grand  Forks PuMc  Library.  2110 Library  Crr.  Grand 
Forks.  ND 

•  Grand  Forks  AFB  Libtary.  511  Houapple  Street 
Wichita  Area: 

•  Central  Library.  223  S  Mam.  Wichita  KS* 

•  McCormel  AFB  Library.  53476  Wichita  SI  Bldg  412 

«  Topeka  &  Shawnee  County  Pubkc  Library.  1515  SW 10*" 
Ave  Topeka,  KS* 

'  FTU  Mission  Aunkarv  Airfield  Locabon  Library 

Download  from  our  website: 

WWW.  KC-46A-beddown.  com 


Service  -Excellence 


IF  YOU  DO  NOT  CHOOSE  TO  MAKE  AN  ORAL  COMMENT,  YOU  CAN  SUBMIT 
WRITTEN  COMMENTS  EITHER  BY  TURNING  IN  A  COMMENT  FORM  THIS 
EVENING  OR  BY  MAILING  IT  TO  THE  ADDRESS  SHOWN  ON  THE  SCREEN. 
COMMENTS  MAY  ALSO  BE  SUBMITTED  ONLINE  AT  WWW.KC-46A- 
BEDDOWN.COM. 

IF  YOU  HAVE  NOT  HAD  A  CHANCE  TO  REVIEW  THE  DRAFT  EIS,  IT  IS 
AVAILABLE  ON  THE  WEBSITE,  OR  AT  ONE  OF  THE  PUBLIC  LIBRARIES  LISTED 
HERE. 


THE  AIR  FORCE  WELCOMES  PUBLIC  COMMENTS  IN  WRITING  AT  ANY  TIME 
DURING  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  PROCESS.  TO  RECEIVE 
TIMELY  CONSIDERATION  FOR  THE  FINAL  EIS,  PLEASE  SUBMIT  YOUR 
COMMENTS  BY  DECEMBER  9  2013.  YOUR  COMMENTS  WILL  PROVIDE  THE 
DECISION-MAKER  (THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE)  WITH  INFORMATION 
TO  ASSIST  IN  MAKING  A  DECISION  REGARDING  WHERE  THE  FORMAL 
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TRAINING  UNIT,  OR  FTU,  AND  FIRST  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE,  OR  MOB  1,  WILL 
BE  LOCATED.  YOUR  COMMENTS  DURING  THIS  PROCESS  PROVIDE  THE 
BENEFIT  OF  YOUR  KNOWLEDGE  OF  THE  LOCAL  AREA  AND  YOUR  CONCERNS 
ABOUT  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OR  ANALYSIS. 

WE’LL  NOW  MOVE  INTO  THE  BRIEFINGS.  DURING  THE  BRIEFINGS,  OUR 
SPEAKERS  WILL  BE  READING  FROM  PREPARED  SCRIPTS.  THE  BRIEFINGS 
ARE  WRITTEN  TO  MAKE  CERTAIN  EACH  SPEAKER  COVERS  ALL  PERTINENT 
INFORMATION  AND  THAT  IT  IS  CONSISTENT  FOR  ALL  FOUR  HEARINGS.  WITH 
THAT,  I’LL  TURN  THE  MIC  OVER  TO  COL.  CARGLE. 
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SLIDE  6.  (PURPOSE  AND  NEED) 

Purpose  and  Need  for 
the  Proposed  Action ^ 

■  Tanker  Modernization 

■  KC-46A  tankers  needed  to  support  a  high-threat,  multi-role 
war  fighting  capability  to  Commanders  worldwide 

■  Trained  aircrew,  maintenance  and  support  personnel  must  be 
available  to  meet  KC-46A  inventory  delivery  dates  as  legacy 
tanker  aircraftare  removed  from  the  inventory 

■  In  comparison  to  aging  KC-135  aircraft,  the  KC-46A  can; 

■  Refuel  Certified  Fixed-Wing  Aircraft  on  Any  Mission 

(boom  and  drogue  refueling  capabilities  on  same  sortie) 

■  Refuel  multiple  aircraft  at  once 

(Multl-pointair  refueling  capability) 

■  Increase  airlift  capability 

■  Improve  force  protection  and  survivability 


Integrity  S  e  rr  i  c  e  Excellence 
SPEAKER:  COL  CARGLE 

GOOD  EVENING  AND  WELCOME,  I’M  COL  TODD  CARGLE,  REPRESENTING  (AIR 
MOBILITY  COMMAND).  (I  AM  -  BRIEF  BIO  SHOWING  EXPERTISE).  WELCOME  TO 
THIS  EVENING'S  MEETING. 

AS  THE  TEAM  LEADER,  I  ENCOURAGE  YOU  TO  ASSIST  THE  AIR  FORCE  IN 
MEETING  ITS  REQUIREMENTS  TO  COMPLY  WITH  THE  NEPA  PROCESS.  YOUR 
ATTENDANCE  TONIGHT  INDICATES  YOUR  INTEREST  IN  THIS  PROPOSED 
ACTION,  AND  I  HOPE  YOUR  COMMENTS  WILL  PROVIDE  US  WITH 
IMPROVEMENTS  OR  AREAS  WHERE  FURTHER  ANALYSIS  IS  NEEDED.  ALL 
COMMENTS  WILL  BE  PROPERLY  REVIEWED,  ANALYZED,  AND  ADDRESSED  IN 
THE  FINAL  EIS. 

THE  PURPOSE  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  INVOLVES  THE  KC-46A’S  ROLE  IN 
THE  AIR  FORCE  TANKER  FLEET  MODERNIZATION  EFFORT.  THE  GOAL  OF  THIS 
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EFFORT  IS  TO  ENSURE  FUTURE  TANKERS  ARE  THE  BEST  AVAILABLE  TO 
SUPPORT  A  HIGH-THREAT,  MULTI-ROLE  WAR  FIGHTING  CAPABILITY  TO 
COMMANDERS  WORLDWIDE.  TO  PERFORM  THIS  MISSION,  TRAINED 
AIRCREWS,  MAINTENANCE,  &  SUPPORT  PERSONNEL  MUST  BE  AVAILABLE  TO 
MEET  KC-46A  INVENTORY  DELIVERY  DATES  AS  OLDER  TANKER  AIRCRAFT 
ARE  REMOVED  FROM  THE  INVENTORY. 

WHILE  WE  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  OPERATE  THE  LEGACY  TANKER  FLEET  OF 
AIRCRAFT  THE  KC-46A  PROVIDES  SEVERAL  ADVANTAGES  INCLUDING: 

•  ABILITY  TO  REFUEL  ANY  CERTIFIED  FIXED-WING  AIRCRAFT  ON  ANY 
MISSION 

.  CAPABLE  OF  REFUELING  MULTIPLE  AIRCRAFT  AT  ONCE 

•  INCREASED  AIRLIFT  CAPABILITY 

•  RECEIVER  AIR  REFUELING,  AND 

•  IMPROVED  FORCE  PROTECTION  AND  SURVIVABILITY 


SLIDE  7.  {DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION) 


Description  of  the 
Proposed  Action 


1  Formal  Training  Unit(FTU) 

1  Base 

FTU  mission:  train  personnel  to 
safely  &  effectively  fly,  operate 
&  maintain  KC.46A  aircraft. 

Main  Operating  Base  (MOB)  1 

MOB  1  mission:  provide 

KC-46A  for  worldwide 
refueling,  cargo,  or 
aeromedical  evacuation 

Integrity  Service  -  Excellence 

THE  AIR  FORCE  IS  PROPOSING  TO  ESTABLISH  AN  FTU  AND  FIRST  MOB  FOR 
KC-46A  AIRCRAFT  ALONG  WITH  REQUIRED  INFRASTRUCTURE  AND 
MANPOWER  AT  TWO  ACTIVE  DUTY  AIR  FORCE  BASES  IN  THE  CONTINENTAL 
UNITED  STATES. 

THE  FTU  WILL  HAVE  A  TRAINING  MISSION  -  TO  TRAIN  PERSONNEL  TO  SAFELY 
AND  EFFECTIVELY  FLY  AND  OPERATE  KC-46A  AIRCRAFT.  THE  OPERATIONAL 
MOB  1  MISSION  UTILIZES  PILOTS,  COPILOTS,  BOOM  OPERATORS  AND  OTHER 
SUPPORT  STAFF  WHO  OPERATE  AND  MAINTAIN  THE  AIRCRAFT  TO  PROVIDE 
WORLDWIDE  REFUELING,  CARGO,  OR  AEROMEDICAL  EVACUATION  SUPPORT. 
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SLIDE  8.  PROPOSED  ACTION  DETAILS  (ALTERNATIVES) 


SLIDE  9.  PROPOSED  ACTION  DETAILS  (BEDDOWN  LOCATION  MAP) 


Description  of  the  Proposed  *  ^  . 
Action  Alternatives 

■  Action  Alternatives: 

■  Beddown  of  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft  for  one 
squadron  at  one  base  for  the  FTU 

■  Beddown  of  36  KC-46A  aircraft  for  three  squadrons 
at  one  base  for  MOB  1. 

■  No-Action  Alternative:  Basing  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft 
would  not  occur.  A  No-Action  alternative  will  be 
evaluated  for  environmental  consequences  at  each 
proposed  beddown  location  to  provide  a  baseline  for 
decision-makers. 


I n I e  8  r i t  y  -  Service  -  Excellence 


Proposed  Action  Details 
Beddown  Locations  ^ 


THE  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE  CONSISTS  OF  TWO  PARTS.  THE  FIRST  PART  IS  THE 
KC-46A  FTU  BEDDOWN,  WHICH  PLACES  UP  TO  EIGHT  KC-46A  TANKER 
AIRCRAFT  FOR  ONE  SQUADRON  AT  ONE  BASE. 

THE  SECOND  PART  OF  THE  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE  IS  SELECTION  OF  THE 
FIRST  KC-46A  MOB,  THIS  ACTION  PLACES  36  KC,46A  AIRCRAFT  IN  THREE 
SQUADRONS  AT  ONE  BASE. 

THE  NO-ACTION  ALTERNATIVE  IS  REQUIRED  BY  NEPA  AND  WAS  EVALUATED 
AT  EACH  PROPOSED  BEDDOWN  LOCATION  TO  PROVIDE  A  BASELINE  FOR 
DECISION-MAKERS.  THE  NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE  EVALUATES  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  NOT  BASING  THE  KC46A  AIRCRAFT  AT 
ANY  BASE. 


IN  THE  DRAFT  EIS,  THE  AIR  FORCE  ANALYZED  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES  OF  BASING  THE  FTU  AT  ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  IN 
OKLAHOMA  OR  MCCONNELL  AIR  FORCE  BASE  IN  KANSAS.  THE  AIR  FORCE 
ALSO  ANALYZED  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  BASING  THE 
MOB  1  AT  ALTUS  AFB  IN  OKLAHOMA,  FAIRCHILD  AFB  IN  WASHINGTON, 
GRAND  FORKS  AFB  IN  NORTH  DAKOTA  OR  AT  MCCONNELL  AIR  FORCE  BASE 
IN  KANSAS. 

NO  BASE  WOULD  BE  SELECTED  TO  HOST  BOTH  THE  KC.46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1 
MISSIONS. 
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SLIDE  10.  PROPOSED  ACTION  DETAILS  (INSTALLATION  MISSION) 

Proposed  Action  Details  -  A 

Base  Mission  ^ 


Baee 

FTU 

Pioposed 

Basing 

ANernattve 

MOB1 

Proposed 

Basing 

AHernaOve 

Details 

Altus  AFB* 

X 

X 

If  selected  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  MOB  1 .  the 
existing  KC-135  mission  would  remain  and 
continue  to  operate 

Fairchild  AFB 

X 

If  selected  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission,  the 
existing  KC-135  mission  transfers  to  the 

KC-46A 

Grand  Forks  AFB 

X 

If  selected,  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission,  the 
Remotely  Piloted  Aircraft  (RPA)  missions 
would  continue  to  operate 

McConnell  AFB’ 

X 

X 

If  selected  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission,  the 
existing  KC-13S  mission  transfers  to  the 

KC-46A 

‘Bases  would  be  considered foreither  FTU  or  MOB  1  missions,  but  not  both 


Integrity  -  Service  -  Excellence 

IN  MAY  OF  THIS  YEAR,  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE  ANNOUNCED 
ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  AS  THE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE  FOR  THE  KC-46A 
FTU.  MCCONNELL  AIR  FORCE  BASE  WAS  SELECTED  AS  THE  PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE  FOR  THE  FIRST  KC46A  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE.  FAIRCHILD 
AND  GRAND  FORKS  WERE  ANNOUNCED  AS  REASONABLE  ALTERNATIVES 
FOR  THE  MOB  1.  THIS  TABLE  SUMMARIZES  THE  BASES  BEING  CONSIDERED 
FOR  EACH  KC-46A  MISSION  AND  HOW  THE  EXISTING  MISSIONS  COULD  BE 
IMPACTED.  THE  FOLLOWING  SLIDE(S)  SUMMARIZE  THE  AIRCRAFT  FACILITIES 
AND  MANPOWER  CHANGES  ANTICIPATED  TO  BE  REQUIRED  TO  SUPPORT  THE 
KC-46A  MISSION. 
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SLIDE  11 .  (ALTUS  AFB  FTU  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE) 


S^J  Altus  AFB  ■  j 

(FTU  Preferred  Alternative)  ^ 


Aircraft/FacMIties/Manpower 

FTU  Mission 

Number  of  KC-46A  aircraft 

Up  to  8 

Facilities* 

10  different  projects 

Population  Change 

(fii  time  mtlaiy  nfid  OepenOenls  plus  stuctents) 

578 

Auxiliary  Airfield  Use 

Yes 

Annual  Aircraft  Operations 

38%  Increase 

'Facilities  projects  could  include  new  construction,  demolition,  renovation  or 
additions/alternations 


Integrity  -  Service  -  Excellence 

IF  ALTUS  IS  SELECTED  FOR  THE  KC-46A  FTU  OR  THE  MOB  1  MISSION,  THE 
EXISTING  KC-135  AND  C-17  MISSIONS  WOULD  REMAIN  AND  CONTINUE  TO 
OPERATE. 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  FTU  MISSION  WOULD  REQUIRE  A  VARIETY  OF  ON- 
BASE  DEVELOPMENT  PROJECTS  INCLUDING  DEMOLITION,  NEW 
CONSTRUCTION  AND  RENOVATION.  THE  FTU  MISSION  WOULD  INCREASE  THE 
AREA  POPULATION  BY  APPROXIMATELY  578  PEOPLE  INCLUDING  ESTIMATED 
DEPENDENTS  AND  WOULD  RESULT  IN  A  38  PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  ANNUAL 
AIRCRAFT  OPERATIONS. 

AT  EACH  BASE,  KC46A  AIRCREWS  WOULD  UTILIZE  THE  EXISTING  KC-135 
FLIGHT  TRACKS,  AIR  REFUELING  TRACKS,  AND  FUEL  JETTISON  AREAS  (IF 
NECESSARY). 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.2.3  Presentation  and  Script  ( Continued) 


SLIDE  12.  (ALTUS  FTU  AUXILIARY  AIRFIELDS) 


SLIDE  13.  (ALTUS  MOB  1  MISSION) 


Altus  FTU  Auxiliary  Airfields 

•  Clinton  Sherman  Airpark 

•  Amarillo  International 

•  Fort  Worth  Alliance 

•  Lubbock  International 


Integrity  -  Service  -  Excellence 


Altus  AFB 

(MOB1  Mission) ^ 


1  Aircraft/Facitlties/Manpower 

MOB  1  Mission  I 

Number  of  KC-46A  aircraft 

36 

Facilities' 

31  different  projects 

Population  ChanQe  (tun  ume  mtUary  and  depefldents) 

4,917 

Auxiliary  Airfield  Use 

No 

Annual  Aircraft  Operations 

31%  Increase 

'Facilities  projects  could  include  new  construction,  demolition,  renovation  or 
additions/alternations 

Integrity  -  Service 

-  Excellence 

KC-46A  AIRCREWS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  THE  FTU  WOULD  USE  THE  SAME  FOUR 
AUXILIARY  AIRFIELDS  THAT  ARE  CURRENTLY  BEING  USED  BY  KC-135 
AIRCREWS.  THESE  INCLUDE  CLINTON-SHERMAN  INDUSTRIAL  AIRPARK, 
LUBBOCK  PRESTON  SMITH  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT,  RICK  HUSBAND 
AMARILLO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT,  AND  FORT  WORTH  ALLIANCE  AIRPORT. 


IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  WOULD  RESULT  IN  MORE  NEW 
CONSTRUCTION,  DEMOLITION  AND  RENOVATION  THAN  THE  FTU  MISSION  AND 
WOULD  INCREASE  THE  POPULATION  BY  APPROXIMATELY  4,917  PEOPLE 
INCLUDING  ESTIMATED  DEPENDENTS.  ANNUAL  AIRCRAFT  OPERATIONS 
WOULD  ALSO  INCREASE  BY  APPROXIMATELY  31  PERCENT.  KC46A 
AIRCREWS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  MOB  1  AT  ALL  OF  THE  BASES  WOULD  NOT  USE 
AUXILIARY  AIRFIELDS. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.2.3  Presentation  and  Script  ( Continued) 


SLIDE  14.  (FAIRCHILD  AFB  MOB  1  MISSION) 


Fairchild  AFB  j\- 

(MOB  1  Mission) ^ 


AIrcraft/Facllities/Manpower 

MOB  1  Mission 

Number  of  KC-46A  aircraft 

36 

Facilities* 

27  different  projects 

Population  Change 

(hi  bme  ttvklaiy  and  d^iendents) 

1,095 

Auxiliary  Airfield  Use 

No 

Annual  Aircraft  Operations 

62%  Increase 

•Facilities  projects  could  include  new  construction,  demolition,  renovation  or 
additions/alternations 

Integrity  -  Service  -  Excellence 

FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  HAS  BEEN  IDENTIFIED  AS  AN  ALTERNATIVE  FOR 
THE  MOB  1  MISSION.  IF  FAIRCHILD  IS  SELECTED  TO  HOST  THE  MOB  1 
MISSION,  THE  EXISTING  30  KC-135  AIRCRAFT  WOULD  BE  REPLACED  WITH  36 
KC-46A  AIRCRAFT. 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  WOULD  REQUIRE  A  VARIETY  OF 
ON-BASE  DEVELOPMENT  PROJECTS  INCLUDING  DEMOLITION,  NEW 
CONSTRUCTION  AND  RENOVATION.  THIS  MISSION  WOULD  INCREASE  THE 
AREA  POPULATION  BY  APPROXIMATELY  1,095  PEOPLE  INCLUDING 
ESTIMATED  DEPENDENTS  AND  WOULD  RESULT  IN  A  62  PERCENT  INCREASE 
IN  ANNUAL  AIRCRAFT  OPERATIONS. 


KCC  46-A  Beddown  Drafi  Public  Hearing  Scnpt  17  2U13-10-30 


SLIDE  15.  (GRAND  FORKS  AFB  MOB  1  MISSION) 


Grand  Forks  AFB  _j\'. 

^ _ (MOB  1  Mission) _ ^ 


Aircraft/Facilities/Manpower 

MOB  1  Mission  I 

Number  of  KC-46A  aircraft 

36 

Facilities* 

27  different  projects 

Population  Change . 

(hi  tinie  mtiaiy  mid  dependents) 

4.526 

Auxiliary  Airfield  Use 

No 

Annual  Aircraft  Operations 

226%  Increase 

•Facilities  projects  could  include  new  construction,  demolition,  renovation  or 
additions/alternations 

Integrity  - 

Service  -  Excellence 

GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  HAS  BEEN  IDENTIFIED  AS  AN  ALTERNATIVE 
FOR  THE  MOB  1  MISSION.  IF  GRAND  FORKS  IS  SELECTED  TO  HOST  THE  MOB 
1  MISSION,  THE  EXISTING  REMOTELY  PILOTED  AIRCRAFT  MISSIONS  WOULD 
CONTINUE  AND  THE  KC-46A  MISSION  WOULD  CONSTITUTE  AN  ADDITIONAL 
MISSION. 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  WOULD  REQUIRE  A  VARIETY  OF 
ON-BASE  DEVELOPMENT  PROJECTS  INCLUDING  DEMOLITION,  NEW 
CONSTRUCTION  AND  RENOVATION.  THIS  MISSION  WOULD  INCREASE  THE 
AREA  POPULATION  BY  APPROXIMATELY  4,526  PEOPLE  INCLUDING 
ESTIMATED  DEPENDENTS  AND  WOULD  RESULT  IN  A  226  PERCENT  INCREASE 
IN  ANNUAL  AIRCRAFT  OPERATIONS. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.2.3  Presentation  and  Script  ( Continued) 


SLIDE  16.  (MCCONNELL  AFB  MOB  1  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE) 


McConnell  AFB  Jk- 

(MOB  1  Preferred  Alternative) 


Aircraft/Facllitles/Manpower 

MOB  1  Mission 

Number  of  KC-46A  aircraft 

36 

Facilities* 

32  different  projects 

Population  Change 

(fii  bme  mtllaiy  and  d^iefOents) 

-291 

Auxiliary  Airfield  Use 

No 

Annual  Aircraft  Operations 

24%  Increase 

‘Facilities  projects  could  include  new  construction,  demolition,  renovation  or 
additions/alternations 

Integrity  -  Service  -  Excellence 

IF  MCCONNELL  AIR  FORCE  BASE  IS  SELECTED  TO  HOST  THE  MOB  1  MISSION, 
THE  EXISTING  44  KC-135  AIRCRAFT  WOULD  BE  REPLACED  BY  36  KC-46A 
AIRCRAFT. 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  WOULD  REQUIRE  A  VARIETY  OF 
ON-BASE  DEVELOPMENT  PROJECTS  INCLUDING  DEMOLITION,  NEW 
CONSTRUCTION  AND  RENOVATION.  THIS  MISSION  WOULD  DECREASE  THE 
AREA  POPULATION  BY  APPROXIMATELY  291  PEOPLE  INCLUDING  ESTIMATED 
DEPENDENTS  AND  WOULD  RESULT  IN  A  24  PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  ANNUAL 
AIRCRAFT  OPERATIONS. 
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SLIDE  17.  (MCCONNELL  AFB  FTU  MISSION) 


McConnell  AFB  .A  - 

^ _ (FTU  Mission) _ ^ 


1  Aircraft/Facilities/Manpower 

FTU  Mission  I 

Number  of  KC-46A  aircraft 

Up  to  8 

Facilities* 

14  different  projects 

Population  Change 

(hi  time  mikUiiv  and  dependents  plus  students) 

570 

Auxiliary  Airfield  Use 

Yes 

Annual  Aircraft  Operations 

107%  Increase 

'Facilities  projects  could  include  new  construction,  demolition,  renovation  or 
additions/alternations 

Integrity  -  Service 

-  Excellence 

FOR  THE  PURPOSES  OF  THIS  DRAFT  EIS,  MCCONNELL  AFB  WAS  EVALUATED 
FOR  THE  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  ASSOCIATED  WITH 
IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  FTU  MISSION.  THIS  EVALUATION  WAS  CONDUCTED 
UNDER  THE  ASSUMPTION  THAT  THE  EXISTING  KC-135  MISSION  WOULD 
REMAIN  IN  PLACE. 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  FTU  MISSION  WOULD  RESULT  IN  LESS  NEW 
CONSTRUCTION,  DEMOLITION  AND  RENOVATION  THAN  THE  MOB  1  MISSION 
AND  WOULD  INCREASE  THE  POPULATION  BY  APPROXIMATELY  570  PEOPLE 
INCLUDING  ESTIMATED  DEPENDENTS.  ANNUAL  AIRCRAFT  OPERATIONS 
WOULD  ALSO  INCREASE  BY  APPROXIMATELY  107  PERCENT. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.2.3  Presentation  and  Script  ( Continued) 


SLIDE  18.  (MCCONNELL  AFB  FTU  AUXILIARY  AIRFIELDS) 


KC-46A  AIRCREWS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  THE  FTU  WOULD  ALSO  USE  THREE 
AUXILIARY  AIRFIELDS  THAT  ARE  CURRENTLY  BEING  USED  BY  KC-13S 
AIRCREWS.  THESE  AIRFIELDS  INCLUDE  CLINTON-SHERMAN  INDUSTRIAL 
AIRPARK,  FORBES  FIELD,  AND  WICHITA  MID-CONTINENT  AIRPORT. 


KC  46-A  Beddown  Drafi  Public  Hearing  Script  21  2013-10-30 


SLIDE  19.  (FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  ALTERNATIVES) 

KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1 
Beddown  Alternatives  ^ 


Integrity  -  Service  -  Excellence 

WE  WOULD  LIKE  TO  EMPHASIZE  THAT,  ALTHOUGH  PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVES  FOR  THE  FTU  AND  MOB  1  HAVE  BEEN  ANNOUNCED,  NO  FINAL 
DECISION  HAS  BEEN  MADE  ON  BASING  EITHER  OF  THE  TWO  KC-46A 
MISSIONS  CURRENTLY  UNDER  ANALYSIS  IN  THE  DRAFT  EIS.  WE  LOOK 
FORWARD  TO  INPUTS  PROVIDED  FROM  THE  PUBLIC  AND  AFFECTED 
COMMUNITIES  AS  WE  PROCEED  THROUGH  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
ANALYSIS.  ONCE  THE  REQUIREMENTS  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
ANALYSIS  PROCESS  ARE  COMPLETE,  THE  AIR  FORCE  WILL  MAKE  ITS  FINAL 
BASING  DECISION. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  ATTENTION.  I  WILL  NOW  TURN  THE  PRESENTATION 
OVER  TO  MS.  JEAN  REYNOLDS,  THE  AIR  FORCE  PROJECT  MANAGER  FOR  THE 
EIS,  TO  DISCUSS  THE  NEPA  PROCESS  AND  PROVIDE  GREATER  DETAIL  ON 
POTENTIAL  IMPACTS  AS  DESCRIBED  IN  THE  DRAFT  EIS. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.2.3  Presentation  and  Script  ( Continued) 


SLIDE  20.  (NEPA) 

National  Environmental  Policy 

Act  (NEPA) ^ 

■  Applies  to  All  Federal 
Agencies 

■  Evaluates  the  Potential 
Environmental 
Consequences  of  Federal 
Actions 

■  Evaluates  the  Proposed 
Action  and  Reasonable 
Alternatives,  including  the 
No  Action  Alternative 

■  Air  Force  implementing 
regulations  at: 

32  CFR,  Part  989 


Integrity  Service  -  Excellence 
SPEAKER:  MS.  JEAN  REYNOLDS 

GOOD  EVENING,  I  AM  JEAN  REYNOLDS,  THE  AIR  FORCE  NEPA  CENTER 
PROJECT  MANAGER  FOR  THE  ANALYSIS  OF  THIS  PROPOSED  ACTION.  I  AM 
HERE  TONIGHT  TO  DISCUSS  THE  RESULTS  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
ANALYSIS  FOR  THE  PROPOSAL  PRESENTED  BY  COL  CARGLE. 

THE  DRAFT  EIS  HAS  BEEN  PREPARED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  THE 
REQUIREMENTS  OF  NEPA,  WHICH  REQUIRES  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  TO 
ANALYZE  THE  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  A 
PROPOSED  ACTION,  AND  REASONABLE  ALTERNATIVES  -  INCLUDING  A  NO 
ACTION  ALTERNATIVE  -  BEFORE  ANY  ACTION  IS  TAKEN.  THE  GOAL  OF 
CONDUCTING  AN  EIS  IS  TO  SUPPORT  SOUND  DECISIONS  THROUGH  THE 
ASSESSMENT  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  AS  WELL  AS 
INVOLVING  THE  PUBLIC  IN  THE  PROCESS.  THE  RESULTS  OF  THIS  ANALYSIS 
AND  OTHER  RELEVANT  FACTORS  WILL  BE  CONSIDERED  BEFORE  A  DECISION 

KC  46-A  Beddown  Draft  Public  Hearing  Script  23  2013-10-30 


IS  MADE  BY  THE  AIR  FORCE  ON  THIS  PROPOSAL  YOUR  INPUT  DURING  THE 
PAST  PUBLIC  SCOPING  PERIOD  AND  THIS  PUBLIC  COMMENT  PERIOD  WILL 
HELP  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE  MAKE  THE  MOST  INFORMED 
DECISION  POSSIBLE  ON  THIS  PROPOSAL. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.2.3  Presentation  and  Script  ( Continued) 


SLIDE  21.  (THE  EIS  PROCESS  TIMELINE) 


EIS  Timeline 


wvm  now 


0|>poftuonv  *e>  pwMic  Mvotvomoni 


Media,  Federal  Register  Notice  of 
Intentto PrepareEIS  rorKC-46A 
Tanker  FTU&MOB1  Beddown 
March  26, 2013 


EIS  Scoping  Period 
March  26-May  17,  2013 


Preparation  of  Draft  EIS 
May-October  2013 


Federal  Register  Notice  of 
Availability  of  Draft  EIS 
October  25,  2013 


n 


Draft  EIS  Public  Comment  Period 
October  25  ~  December  9,  2013 


Preparation  of  Final  EIS 
December  2013  -  March  2014 

Federal  Register  Publication  of 
Notice  of  Availability  of  Final  EIS 
March  2014 

30  Day  Final  EIS  Waiting  Period 
March  2014 


Record  of  Decision 
April  2014 


Integrity  Service  -  Excellence 


AS  YOU  CAN  SEE  ON  THIS  SLIDE,  THERE  ARE  SEVERAL  KEY  STEPS  TO  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  PROCESS.  WE  ARE  CURRENTLY  AT  THE 
PUBLIC  AND  AGENCY  DRAFT  EIS  REVIEW  STAGE.  THIS  PERIOD  BEGAN  WITH 
THE  FEDERAL  REGISTER  PUBLICATION  OF  THE  NOTICE  OF  AVAILABILITY  FOR 
THE  DRAFT  EIS.  AT  THAT  TIME,  COPIES  OF  THE  DRAFT  EIS  WERE  MAILED  TO 
LOCAL  LIBRARIES,  STATE  AND  FEDERAL  REPRESENTATIVES  AND 
INDIVIDUALS  WHO  REQUESTED  COPIES  DURING  THE  EIS  SCOPING  PERIOD. 


THE  NORMAL  REVIEW  PERIOD  REQUIRED  BY  NEPA  IS  45  DAYS.  OUR  DATE 
FOR  COMPLETION  OF  THE  PUBLIC  COMMENT  PERIOD  IS  DECEMBER  9,  2013. 
THE  PUBLIC  HEARINGS  THIS  WEEK  ARE  BEING  HELD  IN  THE  SAME 
COMMUNITIES  AS  THE  PREVIOUS  SCOPING  MEETINGS  IN  ORDER  TO  PROVIDE 
THE  AFFECTED  COMMUNITIES  WITH  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  COMMENT  ON  THE 
DRAFT  EIS. 


AFTER  THE  PUBLIC  COMMENT  PERIOD  CLOSES,  WE  WILL  REVIEW  ALL 
COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AT  THE  PUBLIC  HEARINGS,  THROUGH  THE  MAIL,  OR 
ELECTRONICALLY  ON  OUR  WEB  SITE,  AND  USE  THEM  TO  PREPARE  THE  FINAL 
EIS.  SUBSTANTIVE  COMMENTS  WILL  BE  REVIEWED  AND  RESPONDED  TO  IN 
THE  FINAL  EIS. 

THE  FINAL  EIS  IS  SCHEDULED  TO  BE  RELEASED  IN  MARCH  2014.  AFTER  THE 
FINAL  EIS  NOTICE  OF  AVAILABILITY  IS  PUBLISHED  IN  THE  FEDERAL 
REGISTER,  THE  AIR  FORCE  MUST  OBSERVE  A  WAITING  PERIOD  OF  AT  LEAST 
30  DAYS  BEFORE  SIGNING  THE  FINAL  RECORD  OF  DECISION  (ROD)  TO 
DOCUMENT  WHICH  ALTERNATIVE  THE  AIR  FORCE  SELECTS  FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.2.3  Presentation  and  Script  ( Continued) 


SLIDE  22.  (DRAFT  EIS  RESOURCE  AREAS) 


SLIDE  23.  DESCRIPTION  OF  ANTICIPATED  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES  (ALTUS  FTU) 


Environmental  Resource 
Areas  Addressed  in  the  EIS 


■  Aircraft  Operations 

■  Noise 

■  Air  Quality 

■  Safety:  Plight  Safety.  Ground  safety 

■  Natural  Resources 

■  Biological  Resources 

■  Soils  and  Water 

■  Cultural  Resources 

■  Archaeological,  Architectural  & 
Tribal  and  Traditional 
Resources 


■  Human  Resources 

■  Land  Use 

■  Socioeconomics 

■  EnvIronmentalJustice  & 

Protection  of  Children 

■  Community 
Infrastructure 

■  Infrastructure  (Utilities,  Public 
Services,  Transportation) 

■  Hazardous  Materials  &  Waste 


Integrity  -  Service  Excellence 

THE  DRAFT  EIS  PRESENTS  INFORMATION  ON  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES  ASSOCIATED  WITH  IMPLEMENTING  THE  FTU  AND  MOB  1 
MISSIONS  AT  EACH  OF  THE  FOUR  BASES.  THE  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES  ARE  GROUPED  INTO  THE  FIVE  CATEGORIES  SHOWN  ON 
THIS  SLIDE  AND  THE  SUBCATEGORIES  REPRESENT  THE  ELEVEN  RESOURCE 
AREAS  EVALUATED  AT  EACH  BASE. 

THE  NEXT  SET  OF  SLIDES  DESCRIBES  THE  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES  AT  EACH  OF  THE  FOUR  BASES.  FOR  THE  PURPOSES  OF 
THIS  PRESENTATION,  THE  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  AT 
EACH  BASE  HAVE  BEEN  SUMMARIZED  IN  BROAD  TERMS.  FOR  A  MORE 
DETAILED  EVALUATION  OF  THE  POTENTIAL  CONSEQUENCES,  PLEASE  REFER 
TO  CHAPTER  4  OF  THE  DRAFT  EIS. 


V 


Potential 
Environmental 
Consequences: 
Altus  AFB  FTU 


IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  FTU  MISSION  AT  ALTUS  WOULD  EXPOSE  AN 
ADDITIONAL  584  ACRES  OF  OFF-BASE  LAND  AND  AN  ESTIMATED  17  OFF- 
BASE  RESIDENTS  TO  NOISE  LEVELS  65  DECIBELS  OR  GREATER.  AS  IS  SHOWN 
ON  THE  NOISE  CONTOUR  MAP,  MUCH  OF  THIS  LAND  IS  LOCATED  DIRECTLY 
TO  THE  NORTH  AND  SOUTH  OF  THE  RUNWAYS.  NOISE  RESULTING  FROM  THE 
USE  OF  THE  FOUR  AUXILIARY  AIRFIELDS  IS  NOT  ANTICIPATED  TO  BE 
NOTICEABLE.  OTHER  THAN  THE  NOISE  INCREASES,  NO  OTHER  RESOURCE 
AREAS  ARE  ANTICIPATED  TO  BE  IMPACTED  BY  THE  FTU  MISSION. 


IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  FTU  MISSION  WOULD  ADD  UP  TO  578  FULL  TIME 
MILITARY,  DEPENDENTS,  AND  STUDENTS  TO  JACKSON  COUNTY  RESULTING 
IN  A  2.2  PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  THE  COUNTY  POPULATION. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.2.3  Presentation  and  Script  ( Continued) 


A  VARIETY  OF  DEMOLITION,  CONSTRUCTION  AND  RENOVATION  PROJECTS 
WOULD  BE  REQUIRED  FOR  THE  FTU  MISSION  RESULTING  IN  POSITIVE 
ECONOMIC  IMPACTS  TO  JACKSON  COUNTY  AND  SURROUNDING  AREAS 
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SLIDE  24.  DESCRIPTION  OF  ANTICIPATED  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES  (Altus  MOB  1) 


Potential 
Environmental 
Consequences: 
Altus  AFB  MOB  1 


Integrity 


IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  AT  ALTUS  WOULD  EXPOSE  AN 
ADDITIONAL  15S  ACRES  OF  OFF-BASE  LAND  AND  AN  ESTIMATED  6 
ADDITIONAL  OFF-BASE  RESIDENTS  TO  NOISE  LEVELS  65  DECIBELS  OR 
GREATER.  BECAUSE  THREE  SQUADRONS  ARE  REQUIRED  FOR  THE  MOB  1 
MISSION,  SUBSTANTIALLY  MORE  CONSTRUCTION,  DEMOLITION  AND 
RENOVATION  WOULD  BE  REQUIRED.  MOST  NOTABLE  IS  THE  CONSTRUCTION 
OF  THE  NEW  RAMP  AND  APRON  AREA  FOR  PARKING  15  ADDITIONAL 
AIRCRAFT,  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  WOULD  ADD  UP  TO 
4,917  FULL  TIME  MILITARY  AND  DEPENDENTS  TO  JACKSON  COUNTY 
RESULTING  IN  AN  18.6  PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  THE  COUNTY  POPULATION.  AN 
INCREASE  OF  THIS  MAGNITUDE  COULD  RESULT  IN  TRAFFIC  CONGESTION 
NEAR  THE  BASE  AND  PLACE  ADDITIONAL  STRAIN  ON  BASE 
INFRASTRUCTURE.  NO  OTHER  RESOURCE  AREAS  ARE  ANTICIPATED  TO  BE 
IMPACTED  BY  THE  MOB  1  MISSION, 
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SLIDE  25.  DESCRIPTION  OF  ANTICIPATED  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES  (FAIRCHILD  MOB  1) 


Potential  Environmental  Consequences: 

Fairchild  AFB  MOB  1  "" 


Integrity  Service  ■  E  .v  c  e  I  I  e  n  c  e 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  AT  FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE 
WOULD  EXPOSE  AN  ADDITIONAL  53  ACRES  OF  OFF-BASE  LAND  AND  AN 
ESTIMATED  2  OFF-BASE  RESIDENTS  TO  NOISE  LEVELS  65  DECIBELS  OR 
GREATER. 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  WOULD  ADD  UP  TO  1,095  FULL 
TIME  MILITARY  AND  DEPENDENTS  TO  SPOKANE  COUNTY  RESULTING  IN  A  0.2 
PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  THE  COUNTY  POPULATION. 

ONE  HISTORIC  BUILDING,  HANGAR  2050,  COULD  BE  ADVERSELY  AFFECTED 
BY  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION.  CONSULTATION  WITH  THE 
WASHINGTON  SHPO  HAS  BEEN  INITIATED  AND  WOULD  BE  COMPLETED  IF 
FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  IS  SELECTED  TO  HOST  THE  MOB  1  MISSION. 

NO  OTHER  CONSEQUENCES  ARE  ANTICIPATED  FOR  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  AT 
FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE. 
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SLIDE  26.  DESCRIPTION  OF  ANTICIPATED  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES  (GRAND  FORKS  MOB  1) 


Integrity  Service  -  Excellence 


IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  AT  GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE 
BASE  WOULD  EXPOSE  AN  ADDITIONAL  62  ACRES  OF  OFF-BASE  LAND.  NO 
OFF-BASE  RESIDENTS  WOULD  BE  EXPOSED  TO  NOISE  LEVELS  65  DECIBELS 
OR  GREATER. 

THE  KC-46A  PARKING  PLAN  WAS  SPECIFICALLY  DESIGNED  TO  MINIMIZE 
CONFLICTS  WITH  THE  EXISTING  RPA  MISSIONS.  IN  ADDITION,  THE  FAA 
REQUIRES  THAT  AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROL  DECONFLICTION  OF  REMOTELY 
PILOTED  AIRCRAFT  AND  MANNED  AIRCRAFT  OPERATING  IN  CLASS  D 
AIRSPACE  AROUND  GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE. 

APPROXIMATELY  2  ACRES  OF  POTENTIAL  WETLANDS  COULD  BE  IMPACTED 
BY  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION.  SHOULD  GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  BE 
SELECTED  TO  HOST  THE  MOB  1  MISSION,  THE  AIR  FORCE  WOULD  WORK  WITH 
THE  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  AND  THE  ND  STATE  WATER 
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COMMISSION  TO  DETERMINE  IF  THE  WETLANDS  ARE  SUBJECT  TO 
REGULATION  AND  DETERMINE  APPROPRIATE  PERMIT  AND  POTENTIAL 
MITIGATION  REQUIREMENTS. 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  WOULD  ADD  UP  TO  4,526  FULL 
TIME  MILITARY  AND  DEPENDENTS  TO  GRAND  FORKS  COUNTY  RESULTING  IN 
A  6.8  PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  THE  COUNTY  POPULATION. 

NO  OTHER  CONSEQUENCES  ARE  ANTICIPATED  FOR  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  AT 
GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE 


Potential 
Environmental 
Consequences: 
McConnell  AFB  MOB 


Integrity 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  AT  MCCONNELL  AIR  FORCE  BASE 
WOULD  DECREASE  THE  NUMBER  OF  ACRES  (-386)  AND  PEOPLE  (-199) 
EXPOSED  TO  NOISE  LEVELS  65  DECIBELS  OR  GREATER.  REDUCTION  IN  NOISE 
LEVELS  CAN  BE  PRIMARILY  ATTRIBUTED  TO  REPLACEMENT  OF  THE  44  KC- 
135  AIRCRAFT  WITH  ONLY  36  SLIGHTLY  QUIETER  KC-46A  AIRCRAFT. 

A  SUBSTANTIAL  AMOUNT  OF  CONSTRUCTION,  DEMOLITION  AND  RENOVATION 
WOULD  BE  REQUIRED  TO  IMPLEMENT  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  AND  THE 
DEMOLITION  OF  BUILDING  1106  WOULD  RESULT  IN  AN  ADVERSE  EFFECT  TO 
THIS  HISTORIC  BUILDING.  THE  AIR  FORCE  IS  WORKING  WITH  THE  SHPO  ON  A 
MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT  TO  MITIGATE  THESE  EFFECTS.  IN  ADDITION, 
A  PORTION  OF  THE  MCCONNELL  CREEK  FLOODPLAIN  WOULD  BE  IMPACTED 
WITH  THE  ADDITION  TO  BUILDING  1220.  TO  MINIMIZE  POTENTIAL  IMPACTS, 


SLIDE  27.  DESCRIPTION  OF  ANTICIPATED  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES  (MCCONNELL  MOB  1) 


V 
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CONSTRUCTION  DESIGNS  WOULD  INCORPORATE  MEASURES  FOR 
CONSTRUCTION  IN  THE  FLOODPLAIN. 


SLIDE  28.  DESCRIPTION  OF  ANTICIPATED  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES (MCCONNELL  FTU) 


IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  MOB  1  MISSION  WOULD  RESULT  IN  A  SLIGHT  0.1 
PERCENT  DECREASE  OF  291  FULL  TIME  MILITARY  AND  DEPENDENTS  TO 
SEDGWICK  COUNTY.  THIS  DECREASE  IS  NOT  ANTICIPATED  TO  NEGATIVELY 
AFFECT  SEDGWICK  COUNTY. 

NO  OTHER  RESOURCE  AREAS  ARE  ANTICIPATED  TO  BE  IMPACTED  BY  THE 
MOB  1  MISSION. 
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Consequences: 
McConnell  AFB  FTU 


Integrity  S  e  r  r  i  c  e  -  Excellence 


IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  FTU  MISSION  AT  MCCONNELL  AIR  FORCE  BASE 
WOULD  INCREASE  THE  NUMBER  OF  ACRES  (273)  AND  PEOPLE  (594)  EXPOSED 
TO  NOISE  LEVELS  65  DECIBELS  OR  GREATER.  THE  INCREASE  IN  NOISE 
LEVELS  IS  PRIMARILY  ATTRIBUTED  TO  THE  ADDITION  OF  UP  TO  8  ADDITIONAL 
AIRCRAFT  ON  TOP  OF  THE  EXISTING  KC-135  MISSION.  THE  ADDITIONAL 
ACRES  AFFECTED  BY  NOISE  ARE  PRIMARILY  LOCATED  DIRECTLY  TO  THE 
NORTH  AND  SOUTH  OF  THE  TWO  RUNWAYS. 


A  LESSER  AMOUNT  OF  CONSTRUCTION,  DEMOLITION  AND  RENOVATION 
WOULD  BE  REQUIRED  TO  IMPLEMENT  THE  FTU  MISSION  AND  NO  HISTORIC 
STRUCTURES  WOULD  BE  AFFECTED. 


IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  FTU  MISSION  WOULD  RESULT  IN  A  SLIGHT  0.2 
PERCENT  INCREASE  OF  570  FULL  TIME  MILITARY,  DEPENDENTS,  AND 
STUDENTS  TO  SEDGWICK  COUNTY. 
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NO  OTHER  RESOURCE  AREAS  ARE  ANTICIPATED  TO  BE  IMPACTED  BY  THE 
FTU  MISSION. 

THIS  CONCLUDES  MY  PORTION  OF  THIS  PRESENTATION,  AND  I  THANK  YOU 
FOR  YOU  ATTENTION. 

I  WILL  NOW  TURN  THE  FLOOR  BACK  TO  LT  COL  RICHARDSON  WHO  WILL 
PROVIDE  YOU  WITH  INFORMATION  ON  THE  SECOND  PART  OF  TONIGHT’S 
HEARING,  THE  PUBLIC  COMMENT  PERIOD. 

SPEAKER:  HEARING  OFFICER  (LT  COL  RICHARDSON) 

HEARING  OFFICER  SCRIPT  -  PART  2 

POSSIBLY  INSERT  A  SHORT  BREAK  HERE. 


SLIDE  29.  (PUBLIC  HEARING  PROCEDURES) 


Public  Hearing  Procedures 


■  Sign  up  on  a  speaker  form 


■  Clearly  state  and  spell  your  name  and  affiliation,  if 
any 


■  All  oral  comments  will  be  transcribed  and  included 
in  the  EIS 


■  Please  limit  comments  to  3  minutes. 

■  A  yellow  card  will  be  raised  when  you  have  only  30 
seconds  remaining,  and  a  red  card  when  your  time  is  up 


KC 46  Bpfidown  Dt-aitPiibln:  Hcfinng Script  4'  30LVl0  3ri 
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WE’LL  NOW  MOVE  INTO  THE  PUBLIC  COMMENT  PART  OF  THE  HEARING.  FOR 
THOSE  WISHING  TO  SPEAK,  HERE  IS  THE  FORMAT.  PLEASE  FILL  OUT  A 
WHITE  SPEAKER  FORM.  IF  YOU  DID  NOT  GET  ONE  OF  THESE  AND  WANT  TO 
SPEAK,  PLEASE  RAISE  YOUR  HAND  AND  ONE  OF  THE  STAFF  WILL  GIVE  YOU  A 
FORM. 

I  WILL  CALL  YOU  BY  NAME  AND  YOU  MAY  APPROACH  THE  MICROPHONE, 
HERE.  TO  HELP  OUR  STENOGRAPHER,  PLEASE  BEGIN  BY  STATING  YOUR 
NAME  AND  THE  NAME  OF  THE  ORGANIZATION,  IF  ANY,  THAT  YOU 
REPRESENT.  IT  WILL  ALSO  HELP  IF  YOU  SPELL  YOUR  LAST  NAME.  PLEASE 
DO  NOT  PROVIDE  ANY  OTHER  PERSONAL  INFORMATION  SUCH  AS  YOUR 
HOME  ADDRESS  OR  PHONE  NUMBER.  AGAIN,  YOUR  COMMENTS  ARE 
RECORDED  VERBATIM.  THEY  WILL  BE  USED  TO  DEVELOP  A  TRANSCRIPT 
AND  PERMANENT  RECORD  OF  THIS  MEETING,  AND  WILL  BE  PUBLISHED  IN 
THE  FINAL  EIS.  YOUR  NAME  WILL  BE  INCLUDED  ALONG  WITH  YOUR 
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COMMENTS.  PERSONAL  HOME  ADDRESSES  AND  PHONE  NUMBERS  WILL  NOT 
BE  PUBLISHED  IN  THE  FINAL  EIS. 

EACH  SPEAKER  WILL  HAVE  THREE  MINUTES  TO  PROVIDE  HIS  OR  HER  ORAL 
COMMENTS  ON  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES. 

WE  HAVE  A  TIMEKEEPER  TO  HELP  KEEP  TRACK  OF  THE  TIME.  (NAME  OF  TIME 
CARD  HOLDER)  THIS  PERSON  WILL  HOLD  UP  A  YELLOW  CARD  WHEN  YOU 
HAVE  ABOUT  30  SECONDS  LEFT  AND  A  RED  CARD  WHEN  TIME  IS  UP.  AT  THAT 
TIME,  PLEASE  CONCLUDE  YOUR  COMMENTS  AT  THAT  POINT  SO  I  CAN  CALL 
ON  THE  NEXT  PERSON.  OF  COURSE,  THERE  IS  NO  OBLIGATION  TO  USE  THE 
ENTIRE  THREE  MINUTES,  YOU  DO  NOT  NEED  TO  YIELD  ANY  REMAINING  TIME 
TO  SOMEONE  ELSE;  I  WILL  JUST  MOVE  ON  TO  THE  NEXT  SPEAKER  WHEN 
YOU’VE  FINISHED.  ALSO.  IN  THE  INTEREST  OF  TIME,  WE  ASK  THAT  YOU 
SUBMIT  ANY  INDIVIDUAL  ELECTRONIC  PRESENTATIONS  AS  WRITTEN 
COMMENTS. 

TONIGHT’S  HEARING  IS  SET  TO  END  AT  8  PM.  IF  EVERYONE  WHO  SIGNED  UP 
TO  SPEAK  HAS  HAD  A  CHANCE  TO  DO  SO  BEFORE  THAT  TIME,  I  WILL  ASK  IF 
ANY  SPEAKER  WOULD  LIKE  ANOTHER  THREE  MINUTES  TO  EXPAND  ON  YOUR 
COMMENTS.  IF  YOU  WANT  TO  DO  THAT,  JUST  LET  ME  KNOW  AND  WE’LL  PUT 
ANOTHER  THREE  MINUTES  BACK  ON  THE  CLOCK  FOR  YOU. 
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SLIDE  30.  (WRITTEN  COMMENTS) 


Written  Comments 


■  All  comments  will  be  included  in  the  EIS 

■  Complete  and  turn  in  comments  tonight 

■  Submit  on  the  internet  at:  www.KC-46a-beddown.com 

■  Maii  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
AFCEC/CZN  Bldg.  171 
2261  Hughes  Av.  Suite  155 
Lackiand,  AFB  TX  78236 


■  Pubiic  Comment  Period  Ends:  December  9,  2013 


Integrity  -Service  Excellence 

IF  YOU  WANT  TO  ADD  SOMETHING  LATER  TO  YOUR  ORAL  COMMENTS  OR  IF 
YOU  WOULD  RATHER  NOT  SPEAK  HERE  TONIGHT,  YOU  CAN  SUBMIT  WRITTEN 
COMMENTS.  THERE  IS  NO  PAGE  LIMIT  ON  WRITTEN  COMMENTS,  AND  THE  AIR 
FORCE  GIVES  EQUAL  WEIGHT  TO  ORAL  AND  WRITTEN  COMMENTS.  BOTH 
BECOME  PART  OF  THE  OFFICIAL  RECORD  AND  ARE  INCLUDED  IN  THE  FINAL 
EIS. 

JUST  A  FEW  REMINDERS  BEFORE  WE  GET  STARTED.  FIRST,  PLEASE  LIMIT 
YOUR  COMMENTS  TO  THE  ANALYSIS  IN  THE  DRAFT  EIS.  THAT  IS  THE 
PURPOSE  OF  THIS  PUBLIC  COMMENT  PERIOD.  AS  I  MENTIONED  EARLIER, 
THIS  IS  NOT  A  Q&A  SESSION  -  IT’S  AN  OPPORTUNITY  FOR  YOU  TO  PUT  ON 
THE  RECORD  YOUR  VIEWS  AND  CONCERNS  ABOUT  THE  PROPOSAL  THAT 
YOU  WANT  THE  DECISION  MAKERS  TO  CONSIDER,  QUESTIONS  THAT  YOU 
POSE  DURING  YOUR  VERBAL  TESTIMONY  WILL  BECOME  PART  OF  THE 
RECORD  AND  WILL  BE  CONSIDERED,  AFTER  WE’VE  COMPLETED  THE 
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FORMAL  PART  OF  THIS  HEARING.  AIR  FORCE  REPRESENTATIVES  WILL 
CONTINUE  TO  BE  AVAILABLE  FOR  DISCUSSION. 


AGAIN,  ORAL  AND  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  RECEIVE  EQUAL  WEIGHT. 


WE  WILL  FIRST  INVITE  ELECTED  OFFICIALS  TO  SPEAK  FOLLOWED  BY  OTHERS 
AS  WE  HAVE  RECEIVED  THEIR  SPEAKER  CARDS. 


I  HAVE  BEEN  PROVIDED  A  LIST  OF  INDIVIDUALS  WHO  WOULD  LIKE  TO  SPEAK. 


IN  ADDITION,  THE  AIR  FORCE  WILL  CONSIDER  YOUR  COMMENTS  NO  MATTER 
WHEN  YOU  SEND  THEM  TO  THE  EXTENT  POSSIBLE.  HOWEVER,  THEY  MUST 
CONSIDER  ALL  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  BEFORE  THE  CLOSE  OF  THE  PUBLIC 
COMMENT  PERIOD,  WHICH  IS  DECEMBER  9,  2013. 


OUR  FIRST  SPEAKER  IS: _ 

PLEASE  APPROACH  THE  TABLE.  STATE  AND  SPELL  YOUR  NAME,  AND 
INDICATE  YOUR  AFFILIATION  IF  ANY.  FOR  THE  RECORD. 

(IF  PUBLIC  COMMENT  CONCLUDES  BEFORE  8  PM] 

AS  I  MENTIONED,  THE  HEARING  IS  SCHEDULED  TO  END  AT  8  PM.  WE’VE 
HEARD  FROM  EVERYONE  WHO  SIGNED  UP  TO  SPEAK  AND  STILL  HAVE  SOME 
TIME  LEFT.  PLEASE  RAISE  YOUR  HAND  IF  YOU  HAVE  NOT  SPOKEN  YET  BUT 
WOULD  LIKE  TO  DO  SO  AND  WE’LL  GET  YOU  A  CARD.  [CALL  FIRST  THOSE 
WHO  WANT  TO  SPEAK  FOR  THE  FIRST  TIME.] 

IS  THERE  ANYONE  WHO  HAS  ALREADY  SPOKEN  WHO  WOULD  LIKE  ANOTHER 
THREE  MINUTES?  [USE  THREE-MINUTE  BLOCKS  UNTIL  THE  HEARING  TIME 
EXPIRES.  GO  TO  ALTERNATIVE  2  BELOW  IF  TIME  RUNS  OUT  BEFORE 
EVERYONE  HAS  SPOKEN.] 

WE  HAVE  NO  REMAINING  SPEAKERS.  AS  I  MENTIONED  EARLIER,  AIR  FORCE 
REPRESENTATIVES  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  BE  AVAILABLE  OUT  BY  THE  DISPLAY 
BOARDS  TO  CONTINUE  DISCUSSIONS.  HOWEVER,  DISCUSSIONS  THAT  TAKE 
PLACE  AT  THE  BOARDS  WILL  NOT  BE  PART  OF  THE  OFFICIAL  RECORD  OF 
THIS  EIS. 

[IF  THE  HEARING  WILL  ADJOURN  BEFORE  EVERYONE  WHO  WANTS  TO  SPEAK 
HAS  SPOKEN] 

I  APOLOGIZE  THAT  TIME  HAS  RUN  OUT  BEFORE  SOME  OF  YOU  HAD  AN 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  SPEAK.  PLEASE  SUBMIT  YOUR  COMMENTS  IN  WRITING 
EITHER  TONIGHT  OR  VIA  THE  WEBSITE  AT  WWW.KC-46A.BEDDOWN.COM. 

YOU  CAN  ALSO  MAIL  COMMENTS  TO  THE  ADDRESS  SHOWN  ON  THIS  SLIDE. 
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SLIDE  31. 

(FINAL) 

w 

Thank  You  for 
Attending 

T 

w 

Integrity  Service  .  Ex  eeiience 

I  THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  TIME  AND  INTEREST.  TONIGHT  IS  NOT  THE  END  OF 
YOUR  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW 
PROCESS.  AGAIN,  WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEETS  ARE  AVAILABLE  AT  THE 
REGISTRATION  TABLE.  YOU  CAN  TURN  THESE  SHEETS  IN  TONIGHT  OR  MAIL 
THEM  LATER. 

IF  YOU  WOULD  LIKE  YOUR  OWN  COPY  OF  THE  FINAL  EIS,  PLEASE  LET  ONE  OF 
THE  REPRESENTATIVES  AT  THE  REGISTRATION  TABLE  KNOW  OR  SEND  A 
LETTER  OR  POSTCARD  ASKING  FOR  YOUR  OWN  COPY.  THE  AIR  FORCE  WILL 
SEND  COPIES  OF  THE  FINAL  EIS  TO  YOU. 

RECESS/ADJOURN: 

[IF  BEFORE  8  PM]  THIS  HEARING  IS  IN  RECESS.  THANK  YOU.  [GO  BACK  ON 
THE  RECORD  AT  8  PM  AND  STATE;)  THERE  BEING  NO  MORE  SPEAKERS,  THIS 
HEARING  IS  ADJOURNED.  [IF  HEARING  ENDS  AT  8  PM  (OR  LATER)]  THIS 
HEARING  IS  ADJOURNED. 
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KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 
Public  Hearing  Written  Comment  Form 


For  more  InfonnattoB  or  to  submit  conimeiita  online,  pU«n  go  to:  www.kc^6A-beddown.com 


PLEASE  PRINT  LEGIBLY. 

LOCATION; 

DATE:  ///zv/z? 

Kuwt..  .  <1-4.  A— 

 teLuJ.  A-S  -Hwru, 

- 

••••  COKTINUF.  ON  BACK  FOR  MORF.  SPACE  •••• 

Indtvidtwl  respondents  nuy  request  confidcDtialiiy.  If  you  wish  to  withhold  your  name  or  address  frtim  public  review  or  from 
disclowre  under  the  Frccdooi  oT  InfotmaikMt  Act  (FOIA).  you  must  sioK  this  prtmlncntly  ■  the  beginning  at  your  cuimncnU. 
Such  requests  will  be  honored  to  the  rxicru  ullowed  1^  law.  All  swbmtsskms  from  organiuliofts  or  bustnesses,  artd  rrom 
individuals  or  otnciak  reptvxiKing  organialkins  or  businesses,  will  be  nude  avoUaUc  Tor  pubUc  inspection  in  their  enlirct} . 


Name:  V. . 

Orgaabalioit; 


Please  turn  in  this  form  al  the  re^latraiioa  desk  or  mail  by  9  December  2013.  lo: 
Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN, 

2261  Hughes  Ave.,Sle.  ISS 
JBSA  Lackland  AFB.  TX  78236-9853 
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Public  Hearing  Written  Comment  Form 

For  more  informalion  or  to  submit  comments  ooltoc,  pleisc  go  to;  vvww.kc-46A»beddown-com 
PLEASE  PRINT  LEGIBLY. 
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••••CONTINUE  ON  BACK  FOR  MORE  SPACE  ^ 


•CONTINUE  ON  BACK 
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A  002  D  I 
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KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Public  Hearing  Written  Comment  Form 

For  wore  informatioo  or  to  submii  commente  online,  please  go  to;  www,kc«46A-beddown.com 
PLtASB  PRINT  LEGIBLY. 

LOCATION:  <,^,dh  ,^'^<4^  7.,  ,  DATt:  ///  /^y/  ^ 

jiuCA^.  '  ' 

— -_L — ,';  i,  n  a. — U - 

.S  /" /Xi  <  ~ 


Tbank  you  for  your  input 


••••  CONTINUF,  ON  BACK  lt)R  MORI-  SPACU  •••• 

Individual  rcspondcrus  may  reqtxsl  conndrntiatiiy.  if  you  wish  lo  wiihhald  your  name  ur  address  from  public  review  or  from 
disclosure  under  ihe  Kreedom  ^  Information  Act  (HOLA).  you  must  state  thh  piuininenll)  at  the  beginniit((  of  your  comments. 
Such  requests  will  be  honored  to  the  extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organinlions  or  businesses,  and  from 
individuals  nr  ofTtciais  representmu  oryanizations  or  businesses,  will  be  mode  svuilnhie  for  piMic  inspection  in  tbek  entirely. 


N«mc:  C(lnl^,*^ 

/4,c  // 

OrsanizatJoa: 

Addreis: 

City/Stale/Zln: 

Please  turn  in  this  form  at  tbc  regislratioo  desk  or  mail  by  9  December  2013.  to: 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 

VS.  Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN, 

2261  Hugbes  Ave.»  Sle.  15S 

JBSA  Uckland  AFB.  TX  78236-98S3 
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»_004_D_O 

'Joe  Leverettfirot/ided  i/e/tKil  comment  at  the  Altus  Public  Hearing  11/14/13,  comment  received  via 
transcript  from  court  reporter. 

My  name  Is  Joe  Leverett, 

16  L-E-V-E-R-E-T-T.  I  am  Chairman  of  the  Altus  Military 

17  Affairs  committee. 

18  And  only  behalf  of  the  Military  Affairs 

19  Committee,  we  are  excited  that  you're  here.  We're 

20  excited  that  Altus  is  considered  the  beddown  for  the 

21  KC-46AFTU. 

22  I  know  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  there 

23  were  quite  a  few  more  politicians  that  spoke.  We 

24  elected  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  process  by 

25  r»ot  putting  undue  political  pressure  on  you,  Colonel 

1  Richardson. 

2  So  we  are  excited  about  the  FTU.  Altus  is 

3  the  most  logical  base  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A, 

4  co-location  of  the  C-17  and  the  KC-135  make  it  the 

5  perfect  training  environment.  We  have  a  national 

6  treasurer  in  our  aerospace,  the  proximity  to  our 

7  refueling  tracts,  and  we're  excited  about  the 

8  process. 

9  Centralized  training  has  been  a  mainstay  of 

10  the  Air  Force.  We,  here,  feel  that  that's  the  best 

11  process,  continue  to  train  tankers  and  air  lifters. 

12  So  we're  excited  about  you  coming. 

13  The  Military  Affairs  Committee,  the  Chamber, 

14  the  City  of  Altus  will  do  everything  we  can  to  make 

15  sure  that  this  beddown  goes  smoothly.  And,  remember, 

16  Altus  is  a  community  that  has  great  airspace,  ramp 

17  space  and  a  community  that  loves  the  Air  Force. 

18  Thank  you. 


A_005_D_A 

•  Mike  Schul:  provided  \rerbo/  comment  at  the  Altus  Public  Hearing  11/14/13,  comment  received  vie 
transcript  from  court  reporter. 

Mike  Schulz,  S-C-H-U-L-Z, 

16  Majority  Floor  Leader,  Oklahoma  State  Senate. 

17  It’s  a  little  concerning  that,  ma'am,  you 

18  just  said  you're  not  going  to  hold  us  for  three 

19  minutes  and  then  you  start  off  with  a  politician. 

20  These  comments  will  be  very  brief.  On 

21  behalf  of  the  State  of  Oklahoma  and  on  behalf  of 

22  certainly  Southwest  Oklahoma,  only  behalf  of 

23  Representative  Charles  Ortega  and  myself,  we'd  like 

24  to  thank  you  all  for  being  here  tonight.  Thank  you 

25  for  your  work  thus  far  in  this  project.  And 

1  certainty  anything  that  the  State  of  Oklahoma  can  do 

2  to  further  this  project,  you  certainly  have  our  full 

3  support. 

4  We’re  excited  about  the  opportunity  to 

5  utilize  the  assets,  not  only  at  Altus  Air  Force  Base, 

6  but  also  at  Clinton-Industrial  Air  Park,  as  well, 

7  both  of  which  are  tremendous  assets  for  the  Air  Force 

8  and  for  the  State  of  Oklahoma.  We're  certainly  glad 

9  you  all  are  here  tonight. 

10  Thank  you. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
SOUTHERN  PLAINS  REGION 
BRANCH  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
P.O.  BOX  368 

ANAOARKO.  OKLAHOMA  73005 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

NATURAL  RESOURCES  (MB)  247  6673 


Ms  Jean  Reynolds 

2261  Hughes  Ave,.  Suite  155 

JBSA  Lackland,  TX  78236-9853 


A_007_D_A 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
Office  ofEnvironmental  Policy  and  Compliance 
100 1  Indian  School  Road  N  W,  Suite  348 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87104 


Take  Pride* 
in/^merica 


ER  13/681 
FUe  9043.1 

December  3, 2013 


VIA  ELECTRONIC  MAIL  ONLY 


Dear  Ms  Reynolds: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  the  proposed  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First 
Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1).  We  have  reviewed  the  draft  EIS,  as  well  as  the 
maps  and  supporting  information,  and  have  determined  that  there  are  no  tribal  or 
Individual  Indian  trust  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Southern  Plains  Region 
within  the  study  area  of  the  draft  EIS. 

If  any  additional  information  or  clarification  is  needed^ieas^ontact  David 
Anderson,  Regional  Environmental  Scientist. 


Jean  Reynolds 
AFCEC/CZN,  Bldg  171 
2261  Hughes  Ave.,  Suite  155 
Lackland  AFB,  TX  78236-9853 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

The  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  KC'46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown, 
Oklahoma.  In  ftiis  regard,  we  have  no  comment. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  document 


Sincerely, 


Stephen  Spencer,  Ph.D. 
Regional  Environmental  Officer 
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U.S.  Daoortment 
of  Transoorfotior 
Federol  Aviation 
Administration 


A  008  D  A 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

WASHINGTON.  D.C,  20460  A_009_D_A 


NOV  1  9  2013 

J.  Dale  tTark 

Chief.  Air  Force  NEPA  Cenler 
2261  Hughes  Avenue.  Suite  155 
.IliSA  Lackland.  TX  782.16-0853 

Dear  Mr.  Clark: 


DPn  6 


BNFOKC£-MSN''’/,Nr« 

•;'..A‘Ol.l-,NatASSUKAW  I 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 

LiSAP  AFCEC/CZN 

2261  I  luglies  Avenue.  Suite  155 

JBSA  Lackland  APB.  TX  78236-9853 


I  hank  you  for  your  Septemher  26  letter  referencing  the  DraU  Fhtvironinental  Impact 
Slalemenl  for  the  KC-46A  Fonnal  I  raining  C nil  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOH  1 }  Beddown. 

1  he  l  ederal  A\iation  Administration  (FAA)  Airspace  Services  (AJV-l )  has  revievsed  the 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  determined  that  the 
I'cdcral  action  described  within  the  document  does  not  involve  changes  in  airspace  or 
involve  FAA  action  regarding  airspace  management.  As  such.  AJV-l  has  no  comment 

.AJV-l  has  Ibrwurded  the  link  ut  the  lilS  website  (http:''/www.kc-46a- 
beddown.com/index.asp.x)  which  contains  electronic  copies  of  the  document  to 
the  appropriate  Air  I  raffic  Organization  Serv  ice  Centers  for  tlieir  review.  All  comments 
will  be  provided  electronical!)  through  the  I-IS  website  before  the  public  comment  period 
ends  on  December  9. 20 1 2. 

Thank  you  for  providing  this  documem  to  AJV-l  and  we  look  forward  to  wi'rking  with 
all  ol'our  Department  of  Defense  partners  in  managing  the  National  Airspace  System. 


Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (l:PA)  has  reviewed  the 
DcparimctU  of  the  Air  Force's  draft  F.nvironmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  KC-46A  iormal 
Training  Unit  (PTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  (CEQ  No.  20130301). 

The  draft  LIS  addres.sed  the  potential  environmental  effects  ofestablishing  a  KC-46A  FTU  to 
train  crew  and  support  personnel  to  operate  the  KC-46A  aircraft  and  the  MOB  1  to  provide  a  combat 
operational  KC-46A  aerial  refueling  force.  I'he  NC-46A  aerial  refueling  aircraft  will  replace  a  portion  of 
the  aging  fleet  orKC-135  Slratotankers.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  idciUincd  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  as  the 
preferred  alternative  for  the  F  I  LI  scenario  and  McConnell  AFB  as  the  preferred  allcrnalive  for  the  MOB  I 
scenario.  Altus  AFB  includes  the  beddown  ofone  FI'U  squadron  by  Air  Education  and  fraining 
Command  with  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft.  McConnel  AFB  would  Itc  the  beddown  of  three  squadrons 
by  the  Air  Mobility  Command  with  36  KC-46A  aircraft. 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  EIS  provides  an  adequate  discussion  of  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  and  we  have  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impacts  requiring  substantive  changes. 
bPA  has  rated  the  draft  EIS  as  l.O  -  "Lack  of  Objections.”  A  summary  of  RPA's  rating  is  enclosed. 


Sincerely. 


Director.  Airspace  Services 
Air  I  raffic  Organization 


We  appreciate  tlie  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  EIS.  The  stalT contact  fertile  review  is  Candi 
Schaedic  and  she  can  be  reached  al| 


Enclosure 


iMierow  AdUivit  lURLf  tKip'fvWvwipadat. 

Reeytli»«n*cyc(»6l*  •  PfiMM  “-iih  vo^atani*  On  Bjwerl  ink»  on  iCW*  .-..nnn-  ~  .  •—  I'niMi  ..  r.  ■  :  . 
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Sl'MMAKY  OF  RATING  DFCFIM  ITONS  AND  FOLLOW  tJI’  AC TION' 

Knvironiiieiiial  tinpiicl  uf  the  Action 
I.O-Lack  ofObiections 

The  El’A  review  has  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impucis  requiring  substantive  changes  to  the 
proposal.  The  review  may  liavc  disclosed  opportunities  I'or  application  of  itiiiif.aiu'n  measures  lhai  could  be 
accomplished  with  no  more  than  mutor  changes  to  the  proposnl 

IX'  Fnvinmmenlal  Concenis 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  cnviromncnial  impacts  that  should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the 
environment.  Corrective  measures  may  require  changes  to  the  preferred  alternative  or  application  of  nuiigolion 
measures  that  can  reduce  the  environmental  impacts  EPA  would  like  to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  ihcsc 
impacts 

EO-Environmeninl  Obieclioiis 

1  lie  r-PA  review  has  identified  .significant  environmental  impacts  that  must  be  avoided  in  order  to  piovide  adequate 
piotffciion  for  the  environment.  Corrective  measures  may  require  substantial  changes  to  the  preferred  alternative  or 
consideration  ofsome  other  project  aliemaiive  (including  the  no  action  alternative  ora  new  allerriBtive)  EPA 
intends  lo  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  ihcsc  impacts 

tU/£!iYJtvMUi>e|il«Jlyi[jtsnji^iicJpry 

I  he  EPA  review  has  idcniilied  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  are  of  .sulTicicnt  maHtiiiude  that  they  are 
iitt.saiisfaclory  from  the  standpcniit  of  public  health  or  welfare  or  cnvnonnienlal  quitlily.  EPA  intends  to  wuik  with 
the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts.  If  the  potential  unsatisfactory  impacts  are  not  coirecicd  at  the  final  EIS 
sale,  this  proposal  will  be  recommended  for  referral  to  the  CEQ 

Aik'i|uiK'y  of  till'  Impiicl  SiQienu-iil 


The  EP.-k  believes  the  draft  EIS  adequately  sets  forth  the  environmental  imp8Cl(s)  ot  the  preferred  alterative  and 
those  of  the  iilicmaiives  reasonably  available  to  the  priijecl  or  action  No  funher  analysis  or  dai.i  collecliiig  is 
necessary,  but  the  reviewer  may  suggest  the  addition  of  clarifying  language  oi  information. 

CatcRorv  2-ln5iifficicnt  Inforniatiqn 

J  he  drali  EIS  does  not  contain  siifficient  inldnnulion  for  the  fci’A  lo  fully  assess  the  environmental  impacts  that 
should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the  environmcm.  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  Klentificd  new  reasonably 
available  Blicfiiaiivcs  that  arc  wiihm  the  spectrum  of  aliernaiivcs  «iialy/.ed  in  the  draft  FIS.  which  coultl  reduce  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  action.  The  identified  additional  information,  data,  analyses,  or  discu.ssion  should  he 
included  m  the  final  LIS 

Category  .1-1  nadcqiiaic 

bl’A  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  adequately  .•isscsscs  poieimoHy  significant  environmcninl  impacts  of  tlic 
action,  or  the  FiPA  reviewer  has  idciinricd  new,  reasonably  available  jlleiimiives  (hat  are  outside  of  the  spectrum  of 
iillcnialivcs  analyzed  in  the  diafi  EIS.  which  should  be  analyzed  m  order  to  reduce  the  potentially  significani 
environmental  impacts  CPA  believes  that  the  idcmified  additional  information,  data  analyses.  oi  discussions  are  of 
such  a  magnitude  that  they  should  have  full  public  review  at  a  dr.ifi  stage  CPA  docs  not  believe  that  the  dtafi  EIS  is 
adequate  for  the  purposes  of  tlic  NEPA  and/or  Section  309  review,  and  ihu.i  should  be  formally  revised  and  made 
iivailiible  for  public  cummem  in  a  suppicmeniiil  or  revised  drafi  CIS  On  the  basis  ofthe  poieniia!  significant  impacts 
involved,  tins  propo.sal  could  be  a  candidate  foi  lefeiral  lo  the  CEQ 

I  mm  I  I’A  ManuAl  IMIi  I'oUlv  .mJ  PiijccJiiif*  loi  il.c  ItrYirw  of  ilie  I  otri»l  .Ntiions  UiifiiKilnig  ilnr  L.iviuitmcni 
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Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  & 

Rrst  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1) 

KC-46A 
Beddowii 


WELCOME  TO  THE  PUBLIC  HEARING.  PLEASE  SIGN  IN!  date: 


Certain  information,  such  as  personal  email  and  physical  addresses,  is  covered  by  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974,  5  USC  Sec.  552a.  PLEASE  PRINT  CLEARLY. 

Complete  Mailing  Address 

1234  AvACtCrspM.  AVenutC.  SuLtC  123 
A»vywh2rc.  UCSA  12345-1234 


Last  Name 

First  Name 

Organization  You 
Represent,  If  Applicable 

Sm.Lth 

joe 

self 

SuOCi.ct'v 

J 

flAtCS 

Ls/mff 

JgcT" 

/eiTc.rt.'T'r 

■Dicr :  / 1 

SeiC- 

ic 

^cip^iy 

^4 

iit/L 

WELCOME  TO  THE  PUBLIC  HEARING.  PLEASE  SIGN  IN!  date: 


Certain  information,  such  as  personal  email  and  physical  addresses,  is  covered  by  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974,  5  USC  Sec.  S52a.  PLEASE  PRINT  CLEARLY. 


Last  Name 

First  Name 

Organization  You 
Represent,  If  Applicable 

Svultti 

Joe 

self 

Jmxu^s 

SVi-r 

b A- lL 

l-InL,iAi^  D 

F 

fJ/inL-Mp. 

S/iLr 

Complete  Mailing  Address 

1234  ArtderSPiA  Ave»ut4,  123 
Av^wVitrt,  ULSA  12345-1234 


Email  Address 
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Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  & 

First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1) 


LOCATION: 


WELCOME  TO  THE  PUBLIC  HEARING.  PLEASE  SIGN  IN! 


DATE: 


Certain  information,  such  as  personal  email  and  physical  addresses,  is  covered  by  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974,  5  USC  Sec.  5S2a.  PLEASE  PRINT  CLEARLV. 

Complete  Mailing  Address 

1234  AfcxdCrsOKV  Av'Cvtwt.  Suite  123 
Awywhere,  MSA  12345-1234 


Last  Name 

First  Name 

Organization  You 
Represent,  If  Applicable 

Skiutki 

Jot 

seLf 

r.At?L 

rTWr 

/i/hJlh 

1>J( 

C)r  r^ 

u 

t-  1^ 

(''(HmWp. 

mAt.  ^  ^ 

c.  /^  A 

<-.fr 

v!  A" 

Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  & 

First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1) 

KC-46A  ^ 
Beddown 


WELCOME  TO  THE  PUBLIC  HEARING.  PLEASE  SIGN  IN!  date: 


Certain  information,  such  as  personal  email  and  physical  addresses,  is  covered  by  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974,  5  USC  Sec,  552a.  PLEASE  PRINT  CLEARLY. 

Complete  Mailing  Address 

1234  Apkder&okv  AveiAuc,  Suite  123 
A»vywhCrt  ULSA  12345-1234 


Last  Name 

First  Name 

Organization  You 
Represent,  If  Applicable 

SVKltll 

Jot 

self 

<f7CrFs7r/r-A.>fiA 

l)ARive  11 

th  tfc  k 

fir.  fZTaJ 

- 

/  O 

'7^0/n'^^ 

llfc-n 

P-ifhr^ 

F/A- 

uA/.rf'TFA.^  . 

.^■ecA' 

fdjii-n/ 
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LOCATION: _  WELCOME  TO  THE  PUBLIC  HEARING.  PLEASE  SIGN  IN!  date: _ 

Certain  information,  such  as  personal  email  and  physical  addresses,  is  covered  by  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974,  5  USC  Sec.  5S2a.  PLEASE  PRINT  CLEARLY 


Last  Name 

First  Name 

Organization  You 
Represent,  If  Applicable 

Comolete  Mailing  Address 

Emaii  Address 

Wouid  you  like  a 
copy  of  the 
Final  EIS? 

Smith 

Jot 

Stlf 

1234  A'JtVMt.  Suite  123 

Auywherc,  MSA  12345-1234 

joe  smith<S  abc.com 

0  1  will  download 
□  CD 

CUi 

□  1  will  download 
p  CD 

/  llCA 

P  Saa fill  V 

□  1  will  download 

□  CD 

1  tyrvf' - 

A 

' 

□  1  will  download 

□  CO 

□  1  will  download 

□  CO 

□  1  will  download 

□  CD 

□  1  will  download 
a  CD 

□  1  will  download 
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1  PUBLIC  HEARING  FOR  THE 

2  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

3  FOR  THE  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND 

4  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE  1  (MOB  1) 

5  FOR  THE  BEDDOWN  OF  KC-46A  TANKER  AIRCRAFT 

6  HELD  IN  ALTUS,  OKLAHOMA 

7  ON  NOVEMBER  14,  2013 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13  HEARING  OFFICER:  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  NATALIE  RICHARDSON 

14  TEAM  MEMBERS: 

15  COLONEL  TODD  CARGLE,  AMC  A5/A8P 

16  DALE  CLARK,  AFCEC/CZN 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 

REPORTED  BY:  JUDY  THOMPSON,  CSR 

22 

CITY  REPORTERS 

23  117  PARK  AVENUE 
OKLAHOMA  CITY,  OKLAHOMA  73102 

24  (405)  235-3376 

25 

0002 

1  (Hearing  commenced  at  5:30  p.m.) 

2  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  RICHARDSON:  Good 

3  evening. 

4  I  see  you  have  all  taken  your  seats  already. 

5  What  I  would  like  to  ask  is  if  you  have  a 

6  cell  phone  or  other  electronic  device,  please  set  it 

7  to  vibrate  or  otherwise  silence  it  at  this  time. 

8  You  may  have  been  talking  to  some  of  the 

9  representatives  before  we  started  up.  And  we  will  be 

10  taking  a  break  before  the  public  comment  period  where 

11  you  may  have  another  opportunity  to  talk  with  them. 

12  And  at  the  end,  time  permitting,  you  will  have  yet 

13  another  opportunity  to  talk  with  the  representatives. 

14  Before  I  continue,  I  would  like  to  introduce 

15  the  Commander  of  the  97th  Air  Mobility  Wing,  Colonel 

16  Bill  Spangenthal . 

17  MR.  SPANGENTHAL:  I'll  be  very  brief.  I 

18  just  want  to  thank  you  all  for  attending  tonight. 

19  It's  an  important  event,  this  Public  Hearing,  to  talk 

20  about  the  environmental  impact  of  the  KC-46. 

21  I  also  want  to  thank  Southwestern  for 

22  letting  us  be  here,  the  gracious  host  for  all  the 

23  folks  on  this  side  that  helped  make  this  possible. 

24  I  think  we’ll  give  you  quite  a  bit  of  good 

25  information.  And,  as  we  discussed,  there  will  be 
0003 

1  some  good  opportunities  to  provide  some  feedback. 

2  so  without  further  ado,  let's  continue  on. 

3  Thank  you  very  much. 

4  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you, 

5  sir. 

6  The  time  is  5:30  p.m.  and  we  will  now  start 

7  the  hearing. 
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8  Thank  you  for  attending. 

9  This  Public  Hearing  for  the  Draft 

10  Environmental  Impact  Statement  or  Draft  EIS  for  the 

11  proposed  formal  training  unit  and  first  main 

12  operating  base  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 

13  I  am  Lieutenant  Colonel  Natalie  Richardson, 

14  and  i'll  be  your  Hearing  officer  tonight.  I  am  an 

15  Air  Force  Judge  and  will  be  acting  as  the  moderator 

16  tonight. 

17  As  the  moderator,  my  role  is  to  ensure  that 

18  the  Air  Force  provides  a  fair,  orderly  and  impartial 

19  hearing  where  you  have  the  opportunity  to  make 

20  comments  on  the  proposal . 

21  I  do  not  work  for  anyone  at  Air  Mobility 

22  Command,  the  Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center,  Air 

23  Education  and  Training  Command  or  any  of  the  Air 

24  Force  bases  under  consideration  for  the  proposed 

25  action. 

0004 

1  I'm  not  involved  in  any  way  with  the 

2  development  of  this  Draft  EIS,  and  I  do  not  act  as  a 

3  legal  advisor  to  the  Air  Force  representatives 

4  working  on  this  proposal. 

5  This  Hearing  is  held  in  accordance  with  the 

6  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act, 

7  or  "NEPA,"  as  implemented  by  the  Counsel  on 

8  Environmental  Quality  Regulations  and  the  Air  Force. 

9  We  are  here  tonight  to  present  information 

10  on  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  KC-46A 

11  beddown  and  to  take  your  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS. 

12  Tonight's  Hearing  is  one  of  several 

13  opportunities  for  public  comments.  This  Hearing  is 

14  an  opportunity  for  you  to  express  your  views  and 

15  concerns  about  the  adequacy  of  the  environment 

16  analysis  contained  in  the  Draft  EIS,  as  well  as  any 

17  issues  related  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy 

18  Act  process. 

19  This  Hearing  is  not  a  debate  or  a  vote  on 

20  the  draft  EIS,  and  it  is  not  a  question  and  answer 

21  session.  We  welcome  your  input  on  the  environmental 

22  analysis  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

23  Comments  about  other  unrelated  issues  can 

24  certainly  be  made,  but  they  will  not  assist  in  the 

25  decision-making  process  for  the  Draft  EIS. 

0005 

1  I  would  like  to  begin  this  Hearing  by 

2  introducing  the  NEPA  team,  beginning  withe  the  Team 

3  Leader,  Colonel  Todd  Cargle,  with  the  Air  Mobility 

4  Command,  who  will  present  details  of  the  proposed 

5  action  and  alternatives. 

6  Next  is  Mr.  Dale  Clark,  Chief  of  the  Air 

7  Force  NEPA  center,  who  will  discuss  results  of  the 

8  NEPA  process. 

9  Representatives  from  Altus  Air  Force  Base 

10  led  by  colonel  Spangenthal  are  also  present. 

11  Although  not  a  part  of  the  analysis  team,  they  have 

12  provided  detailed  base  information,  which  is  critical 

13  to  a  thorough  analysis  of  impacts  in  this  Draft  EIS. 

14  Lastly,  representatives  from  Leidos  are  here 

15  supporting  the  Air  Force  as  the  contractor. 

16  Transcribing  tonight's  hearing  is  Ms.  Judy 

17  Thompson. 

18  Colonel  cargle  will  first  present 
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19  information  on  the  proposed  actions  and  the 

20  alternatives. 

21  Then  Mr.  Clark  will  provide  an  overview  of 

22  the  NEPA  process  and  will  summarize  potential 

23  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposal. 

24  After  their  presentations,  which  should  take 

25  about  20  minutes,  we  are  going  to  take  a  break.  Over 
0006 

1  the  break,  if  you  haven't  already  signed  up  to  speak 

2  and  you  would  like  to,  you  can  do  that  over  the 

3  break. 

4  I  will  plan  to  start  up  again  at  6:15  for 

5  the  formal  comment  process. 

6  During  the  oral  comment  period,  you  can 

7  provide  input  on  the  proposed  action.  Draft  EIS 

8  analysis  and  potential  environmental  impacts.  Your 

9  comments  will  become  part  of  the  official  record  of 

10  the  Final  EIS. 

11  Please  note  that  informal  discussions  at  our 

12  informational  displays  will  not  become  part  of  the 

13  EIS  record.  So  if  you  have  items  of  concern  about 

14  the  analysis  and  the  Draft  EIS  you  would  like  to 

15  bring  to  our  attention,  please  do  so  during  our 

16  formal  comment  opportunity  or  in  writing. 

17  If  you  do  not  choose  to  make  an  oral 

18  comment,  you  can  send  written  comments  either  by 

19  turning  in  a  comment  form  this  evening  or  by  mailing 

20  it  to  the  address  shown  on  the  screen.  Comments  also 

21  may  be  submitted  on  line  at  www.kc-46A-beddown.com. 

22  if  you  have  not  had  a  chance  to  review  the 

23  Draft  EIS,  it  is  available  on  the  website  or  at  one 

24  of  the  public  libraries  listed  here. 

25  The  Air  Force  welcomes  public  comments  in 
0007 

1  writing  at  any  time  during  the  environmental  impact 

2  analysis  process. 

3  To  receive  timely  consideration  for  the 

4  Final  EIS,  please  submit  your  comments  by  December  9, 

5  2013.  Your  comments  will  provide  the  decision  maker, 

6  that's  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  with 

7  information  to  assist  in  making  a  decision  regarding 

8  where  the  formal  training  unit,  or  FTU,  and  first 

9  Main  Operating  Base,  or  MOB  1,  will  be  located. 

10  Your  comments  during  this  process  provide 

11  the  benefit  of  your  knowledge  of  the  local  area  and 

12  your  concerns  about  the  environmental  impacts  or 

13  analyses. 

14  We  will  now  move  into  the  briefings.  During 

15  the  briefings,  our  speakers  will  be  reading  from 

16  prepared  scripts.  Tne  briefings  are  written  to  make 

17  certain  each  speaker  covers  all  pertinent  information 

18  and  is  consistent  with  all  four  hearings. 

19  With  that,  I  will  turn  the  mic  over  to 

20  Colonel  Cargle. 

21  COLONEL  CARGLE:  Good  evening  and  welcome. 

22  I'm  Colonel  Todd  Cargle.  I  currently  serve  as  the 

23  Chief  of  the  Programs  Division  within  the  Plans, 

24  Requirements  and  Programs  Directorate  and 

25  Headquarters  of  Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott  Air 
0008 

1  Force,  Illinois. 

2  I'm  a  Command  Pilot  with  4,000  hours  of 

3  experience,  mobility  aircraft,  including  being  the 
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4  instructor  and  an  evaluator  of  the  KC-135. 

5  I  have  operated  and  led  mobility  forces  in 

6  all  phases  of  a  mission,  including  five  combined 

7  deployments  to  Afghanistan  and  Iraq. 

8  with  that  said,  welcome  to  this  evening’s 

9  meeting. 

10  As  the  team  lead,  I  encourage  you  to  assist 

11  the  Air  Force  in  meeting  its  requirements  to  comply 

12  with  the  NEPA  process.  Your  attendance  tonight 

13  indicates  your  interest  in  this  proposed  action.  And 

14  I  hope  your  comments  will  provide  us  with 

15  improvements  or  areas  where  further  analysis  is 

16  needed. 

17  All  comments  will  be  properly  reviewed, 

18  analyzed  and  addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 

19  The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  involves 

20  the  KC-46A' s  role  in  the  Air  Force  tanker  fleet 

21  modernization  effort.  The  goal  of  this  effort  is  to 

22  ensure  future  tankers  are  best  available  to  support  a 

23  high-threat  multi-role  war  fighting  capability  to 

24  commanders  worldwide. 

25  To  perform  this  mission,  trained  aircrews, 
0009 

1  maintenance  and  support  personnel  must  be  available 

2  to  met  KC-46A  inventory  delivery  dates  as  older 

3  tanker  aircraft  are  removed  from  the  inventory. 

4  While  we  will  continue  to  operate  the  legacy 

5  fleet  of  tanker  aircraft,  the  KC-46A  provides  several 

6  advantages,  including: 

7  *  Ability  to  refuel  any  fixed-wing  certified 

8  aircraft  on  any  mission; 

9  *  Capable  of  refueling  multiple  aircraft  at 

10  once; 

11  *  Increased  airlift  capability; 

12  *  Receiver  air  refueling;  and  improved  force 

13  protection  and  survivability. 

14  The  Air  Force  is  proposing  to  establish  an 

15  FTU  and  the  first  MOB  for  KC-46A  aircraft  along  with 

16  required  infrastructure  and  manpower  at  two  active 

17  duty  Air  Force  bases  in  the  continental  United 

18  States. 

19  The  FTU  will  train  personnel  to  safely  and 

20  effectively  fly  and  operate  KC-46A  aircraft.  The 

21  operational  MOB  1  mission  utilizes  pilots,  co-pilots, 

22  boom  operators  and  other  support  staff  who  operate 

23  and  maintain  the  aircraft  to  provide  worldwide 

24  refueling,  cargo,  or  aero  medical  evacuation  support. 

25  The  Action  Alternative  consists  of  two 
0010 

1  parts.  The  first  part  is  the  KC46A  FTU  beddown, 

2  which  places  up  to  eight  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  for 

3  one  squadron  at  one  base. 

4  The  second  part  of  the  Action  Alternative  is 

5  the  selection  of  the  first  KC-46A  MOB.  This  action 

6  places  36  KC-46A  aircraft  in  three  squadrons  at  one 

7  base. 

8  The  No-Action  Alternative  is  required  by 

9  NEPA  and  was  evaluated  at  each  proposed  beddown 

10  location  to  provide  a  baseline  for  decision-makers. 

11  The  No-Action  Alternative  evaluates  the  environmental 

12  consequences  of  not  basing  the  KC-46-A  aircraft  at 

13  any  base. 

14  In  the  Draft  EIS,  the  Air  Force  analyzed  the 
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15  environmental  consequences  of  basing  the  FTU  at  Altus  0013 

16  Air  Force  Base  in  Oklahoma  or  McConnell  Air  Force  1 

17  Base  in  Kansas.  The  Air  Force  also  analyzed  the  2 

18  environmental  consequences  of  basing  the  MOB  1  at  3 

19  Altus  Air  Force  Base  in  Oklahoma,  Fairchild  Air  Force  4 

20  Bas  in  Washington,  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  in  5 

21  North  Dakota  or  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  in  6 

22  Kansas.  7 

23  In  this  action,  no  base  would  be  selected  to  8 

24  host  both  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions.  9 

25  In  May  of  this  Year,  the  secretary  of  the  10 

0011  11 

1  Air  Force  announced  Altus  Air  Force  Bas  as  the  12 

2  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46A  FTU.  13 

3  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  was  selected  as  the  14 

4  preferred  alternative  for  the  first  KC-46A  Main  15 

5  Operating  Base.  Fairchild  and  Grand  Forks  were  16 

6  announced  as  reasonable  alternatives  for  the  MOB  1.  17 

7  This  table  summarizes  the  bases  being  considered  for  18 

8  each  KC-46A  Mission  and  how  the  existing  missions  19 

9  could  be  impacted.  The  following  slides  summarize  20 

10  the  aircraft  facilities  and  manpower  changes  21 

11  anticipated  to  be  required  to  support  the  KC-46A  22 

12  mission.  23 

13  If  Altus  is  selected  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  24 

14  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  existing  KC-135  and  c-17  25 

15  missions  would  remain  and  continue  to  operate.  0014 

16  Implementation  of  the  FTU  Mission  would  1 

17  require  a  variety  of  on-bas  development  projects,  2 

18  including  demolition,  new  construction  and  3 

19  renovation.  The  FTU  mission  would  increase  the  area  4 

20  population  by  approximately  478  people,  including  5 

21  estimated  dependents,  and  would  result  in  a  38  6 

22  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations.  7 

23  At  each  base,  KC-46A  aircrews  would  utilize  8 

24  the  existing  KC-135  flight  tracks  and  air  refueling  9 

25  tracks  and  fuel  jettison  areas  (if  necessary).  10 

0012  11 

1  KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU  12 

2  would  use  the  same  four  auxiliary  airfields  that  are  13 

3  currently  being  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  These  14 

4  include  Clinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark,  Lubbock  15 

5  Preston  smith  international  Airport,  Fort  worth  16 

6  Alliance  Airport  and  Rick  Husband  Amarillo  17 

7  International  Airport.  18 

8  For  the  purposes  of  this  Draft  EIS,  Altus  19 

9  was  evaluated  for  the  potential  environment  impacts  20 

10  associated  with  MOB  Is.  implementation  of  the  MOB  1  21 

11  mission  would  result  in  more  new  construction,  22 

12  demolition  and  renovation  that  the  FTU  mission  and  23 

13  would  increase  the  population  by  approximately  4,917  24 

14  peopled,  including  estimated  dependents.  Annual  25 

15  aircraft  operations  would  also  increase  by  0015 

16  approximately  31  percent.  KC-46A  aircrews  associated  1 

17  with  MOB  1  at  all  of  the  bases  would  not  use  2 

18  auxiliary  airfields.  3 

19  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  has  been  identified  4 

20  as  an  alternative  for  the  MOB  1  Mission.  If  5 

21  Fairchild  is  selected  to  hose  the  MOB  1  Mission,  the  6 

22  existing  30  KC-135  aircraft  would  be  replaced  with  7 

23  36  KC-46A  aircraft.  8 

24  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  would  9 

25  require  a  variety  of  on-base  development  projects,  10 
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including  demolition,  new  construction  and 
renovation.  This  mission  would  increase  the  area 
population  by  approximately  3,  095  people,  including 
estimated  dependants,  and  would  result  in  a  62 
percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  has  been 
identified  as  an  alternative  for  the  MOB  1  Mission. 

If  Grand  Forks  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  1  Mission, 
the  existing  remotely  piloted  aircraft  missions  would 
continue,  and  the  KC-46  A  mission  would  constitute  an 
additional  mission. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  would 
require  a  variety  of  on-base  development  projects, 
including  demolition,  new  construction  and 
renovation.  This  mission  would  increase  the  area 
population  by  approximately  4,526  people,  including 
estimated  dependants,  and  would  result  in  a  226 
percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 

If  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  is  selected  to 
host  the  MOB  1  Mission,  the  existing  44  KC-135 
aircraft  would  be  replaced  by  36  KC-46A  aircraft. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  would 
require  a  variety  of  on-base  development  projects, 
including  demolition,  new  construction  and 
renovation.  This  mission  would  increase  the  area 

population  by  approximately  291  people,  including 
estimated  dependants,  and  would  result  in  a  24 
percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Draft  EIS, 

McConnell  was  evaluated  for  the  potential  environment 
impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  the  FTU 
Mission.  This  evaluation  was  conducted  under  the 
assumption  that  the  existing  KC-135  Mission  would 
remain  in  place. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  Million  would 
result  in  less  new  construction,  demolition  and 
renovation  that  the  MOB  1  Mission  and  would  increase 
the  population  by  approximately  570  people,  including 
estimated  dependents.  Annual  aircraft  operations 
would  also  increase  by  approximately  107  percent. 

KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU 
would  also  use  three  auxiliary  airfields  that  are 
currently  being  used  by  the  KC-135  aircrews.  These 
airfields  include  clinton-sherman  industrial  Airpark, 
Forbes  Field,  and  Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport. 

we  would  like  to  emphasize  that,  although 
preferred  alternatives  for  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  have 
been  announced,  no  final  decision  has  been  made  on 
either  of  the  two  KC-46A  Missions  currently  under 
analysis  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

We  look  forward  to  inputs  provided  from  the 
public  and  affected  communities  as  we  proceed  through 
the  environmental  impact  analysis.  Once  the 
requirements  of  the  environmental  impact  analysis 
process  are  complete,  the  Air  Force  will  make  its 
final  basing  decision. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 

I  will  not  turn  the  presentation  over  to 
Mr.  Dale  Clark,  of  the  Air  Force  NEPA  Center  to 
discuss  the  NEPA  process  and  provide  greater  detail 
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on  potential  Impacts  as  described  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

Thank  you . 

Thank  you.  Colonel  Cargle. 

Good  evening,  ladies  and  gentlemen. 

I  am  Dale  Clark.  I'm  chief  of  the  Air  Force 
NEPA  Center  at  Lackland  Air  Force  Base  in  San 
Antonio.  The  NEPA  Center  was  responsible  for  the 
analysis  of  this  proposed  action. 

I'm  here  tonight  to  discuss  the  results  of 
the  Environmental  impact  Analysis  for  the  proposal 
presented  by  Colonel  Cargle. 

The  Draft  EIS  has  been  prepare  din 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  which 
requires  Federal  agencies  to  analyze  the  potential 
environmental  consequences  of  a  proposed  action,  and 

reasonable  alternatives  --  including  a  no  action 
alternative  -  before  any  action  can  be  taken.  The 
goal  of  conducting  an  EIS  is  to  su^ort  sound 
decisions  through  the  assessment  of  potential 
environmental  consequences,  as  well  as  the 
involvement  of  the  public  in  the  process.  The 
results  of  this  analysis  and  other  relevant  factors 
will  be  considered  before  a  final  decision  is  made  by 
the  Air  Force  on  this  proposal. 

Your  input  during  the  past  pubic  scoping 
period  and  during  this  public  comment  period  will 
help  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  make  the  most 
informed  decision  possible  on  this  proposal. 

As  you  can  see  on  this  slide,  there  are 
several  key  steps  to  the  Environmental  Impact 
Analysis  Process,  we  are  currently  at  the  public  and 
agency  draft  EIS  review  state.  This  period  began 
with  the  Federal  register  publication  of  the  Notice 
of  Availability  for  the  Draft  EIS.  At  that  time, 
copies  of  the  Draft  EIS  were  mailed  to  local 
libraries,  state  and  Federal  Representatives  and 
individuals  who  requested  copies  during  the  EIS 
scoping  period. 

The  normal  review  period  required  by  NEPA  is 
45  days.  Our  date  for  completion  of  the  public 

comment  period  is  December  9,  2013.  The  Public 
Hearings  this  Week  are  being  held  in  the  same 
communities  as  the  previous  public  scoping  meetings 
in  order  to  provide  the  affected  communities  with  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS. 

After  the  public  comment  period  closes,  we 
will  review  all  comments  received  at  the  Public 
Hearings,  through  the  mail,  or  electronically  on  our 
website,  and  use  them  to  prepare  the  Final  EIS. 
Substantive  comments  will  be  reviewed  and  responded 
to  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  Final  EIS  is  scheduled  to  be  released  in 
March  of  2014.  After  the  Final  EIS,  Notice  of 
Availability  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

The  Air  Force  must  observe  a  waiting  period  of  at 
least  30  days  before  signing  the  Final  Record  of 
Decision  to  document  which  alternative  the  Air  Force 
selects  for  implementation. 

The  Draft  EIS  presents  information  on 
potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with 
implementing  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  Missions  at  each  of 
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22  the  four  bases.  The  potential  environmental 

23  consequences  are  grouped  into  the  five  categories 

24  shown  on  this  slide  and  the  subcategories  represent 

25  the  eleven  resource  areas  evaluated  at  each 
0018 

1  installation. 

2  The  next  set  of  slides  describes  the 

3  potential  environmental  consequences  at  each  of  the 

4  four  bases.  For  the  purpose  of  this  presentation, 

5  the  potential  environmental  consequ3ences  at  each 

6  base  have  been  summaries  in  broad  terms.  For  a  much 

7  more  detailed  evaluation  of  the  potential 

8  consequences,  please  refer  to  Chapter  4  of  the  EIS. 

9  Implementation  of  the  FTU  Mission  at  Altus 

10  would  expose  an  additional  584  acres  of  off-base  land 

11  and  an  estimated  176  off-base  residents  to  noise 

12  levels  of  65  decibels  or  greater.  As  is  shown  in  the 

13  noise  contour  map,  much  of  this  land  is  located 

14  directly  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  runways. 

15  Noise  resulting  from  the  use  of  the  Four  auxiliary 

16  airfields  is  not  anticipated  to  be  noticeable.  Other 

17  than  the  noise  increases,  no  other  resource  areas  are 

18  anticipated  to  be  impacted  by  the  FTU  Mission. 

19  Implementation  of  the  FTU  Mission  would  add 

20  up  to  5876  full-time  military,  dependents  and 

21  students  to  Jackson  County,  resulting  in  a  2.2 

22  percent  increase  in  the  county  population. 

23  A  variety  of  demolition,  construction  and 

24  renovation  projects  would  be  required  for  the  FTU 

25  Mission,  resulting  in  positive  economic  impacts  to 
0019 

1  Jackson  county  and  the  surrounding  areas. 

2  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  at  Altus 

3  would  expose  an  additional  155  acres  of  off-base  land 

4  and  an  estimated  6  additional  off-base  residents  to 

5  noise  levels  of  65decibels  of  greater.  Because  three 

6  squadrons  are  required  for  the  MOB  1  Mission, 

7  substantially  more  construction,  demolition  and 

8  renovation  would  be  required.  Most  notable  is  the 

9  construction  of  the  new  ramp  and  apron  area  for 

10  parking  15  additional  aircraft. 

11  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  would 

12  add  up  to  4,917  full-time  military  and  dependents  to 

13  Jackson  County,  resulting  in  an  18.6  percent  increase 

14  in  the  county  population.  And  increase  of  this 

15  magnitude  could  result  in  traffic  congestion  near  the 

16  base  and  place  additional  strain  on  base 

17  infrastructure.  No  other  resource  areas  are 

18  anticipated  to  be  impacted  by  the  MOB  1  Mission. 

19  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  at 

20  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  would  expose  an  additional 

21  53  acres  of  off-bas  land  and  an  estimated  two 

22  off-base  residents  to  noise  levels  of  65  decibels  or 

23  greater. 

24  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  would 

25  add  up  to  1,095  full-time  military  and  dependants  to 
0020 

1  Spokane  County,  resulting  in  a  0.2  percent  increase 

2  in  county  population. 

3  One  historic  building,  Hangar  2050,  could  be 

4  adversely  affected  by  the  implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

5  Mission.  Consultation  with  the  Washington  State 

6  Historic  Preservation  office  has  been  initiated  and 
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7  would  be  completed  if  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  is 

8  selected  to  hose  the  MOB  1  Mission. 

9  No  other  consequences  are  anticipated  for 

10  the  MOB  1  Mission  at  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base. 

11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

0021 

1  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  at  Grand 

2  Forks  Air  Force  Base  would  expose  an  additional  62 

3  acres  of  off-base  land.  No  off-base  residents  would 

4  be  exposed  to  noise  levels  of  65  decibels  or  greater. 

5  The  KC-46A  parking  plan  was  specifically 

6  designed  to  minimize  conflicts  with  the  existing  RPA 

7  Missions  at  Grand  Forks.  In  addition,  the  FAA 

8  requires  that  Air  Traffic  control  deconflict  remotely 

9  piloted  aircraft  and  manned  aircraft  operating  in 

10  Class  D  airspace  around  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base. 

11  Approximately  two  acres  of  potential 

12  wetlands  could  be  impacted  by  the  proposed  action. 

13  Should  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  be  selected  to  hose 

14  the  MOB  1  Mission,  the  Air  Force  would  work  with  the 

15  U.S.  Army  Crops  of  Engineers  and  the  North  Dakota 

16  State  Water  Commission  to  determine  if  the  wetlands 

17  are  subject  to  regulation  and  determine  appropriate 

18  permit  and  potential  mitigation  requirements. 

19  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  would 

20  add  up  to  4,526  full-time  military  and  dependants  to 

21  Grand  Forks  County,  resulting  in  a  6.8  percent 

22  increase  in  county  population. 

23  No  other  consequences  are  anticipated  for 

24  the  MOB  1  Mission  at  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base. 

25 

0022 

1  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  at 

2  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  would  decrease  the  number  of 

3  acres  by  386  and  the  number  of  people  by  199  exposed 

4  to  noise  levels  of  65  decibels  or  greater.  Reduction 

5  in  noise  levels  can  be  primarily  attributed  to 

6  replacement  of  the  44  KC-135  aircraft  with  only  36 

7  somewhat  quieter  KC-46A  aircraft. 

8  A  substantial  amount  of  construction, 

9  demolition  and  renovation  would  be  required  to 

10  implement  the  MOB  1  Mission  and  the  demolition  of 

11  Hanger  1106  would  result  i  an  adverse  effect  to  this 

12  historic  building.  The  Air  Force  is  working  with  the 

13  Kansas  State  Historical  Preservation  Officer  on 

14  Memorandum  of  Agreement  to  mitigate  these  effects. 

15  In  addition,  a  portion  of  the  McConnell 

16  Creek  Floodplain  would  be  impacted  with  the  addition 

17  to  Building  1220.  To  minimize  potential  impacts, 
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18  construction  designs  would  incorporate  measures  for 

19  construction  in  the  floodplain. 

20  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  Mission  would 

21  result  in  a  slight  decrease  of  291  full-time  military 

22  and  dependents  in  Sedgwick  County,  or  a  0.1  percent 

23  decrease  in  county  population.  This  decrease  is  not 

24  anticipated  to  negatively  affect  Sedgwick  County. 

25  No  other  resource  areas  are  anticipated  to 
0023 

1  be  impacted  b  the  MOB  1  Mission. 

2  Implementation  of  the  FTU  Mission  at 

3  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  would  increase  the  number  of 

4  acres  by  273  and  the  number  of  people  by  594  exposed 

5  to  noise  levels  of  65  decibels  or  greater.  The 

6  increase  in  noise  levels  is  primarily  attributed  to 

7  the  addition  of  up  to  eight  additional  aircraft  in 

8  addition  to  the  existing  KC-135  Mission.  The 

9  additional  acres  affected  by  noise  are  primarily 

10  located  directly  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  two 

11  runways. 

12  A  lesser  amount  of  construction,  demolition 

13  and  renovation  would  be  required  to  implement  the  FTU 

14  Mission,  and  no  historic  structures  would  be 

15  affected. 

16  Implementation  of  the  FTU  Mission  would 

17  result  in  an  increase  of  5470  full-time  military, 

18  dependents  and  students  to  Sedgwick  County,  or  a  0.2 

19  percent  increase  in  county  population. 

20  No  other  resource  areas  are  anticipated  to 

21  be  impacted  by  the  FTU  Mission. 

22  This  concludes  my  portion  of  this 

23  presentation.  And  I  thank  you  for  your  attention. 

24  I  will  now  turn  the  floor  back  to  Lieutenant 

25  Colonel  Richardson,  who  will  provide  you  with 
0024 

1  information  on  the  second  part  of  tonight's  Hearing, 

2  the  public  comment  period. 

3  Thanks  very  much. 

4  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  RICHARDSON:  Before  we 

5  move  into  the  pubic  comment  part  of  the  Hearing,  we 

6  are  going  to  take  a  break.  We're  going  to  take  about 

7  15  minutes.  I'd  like  to  start  up  at  6:15. 

8  If  you  do  wish  to  speak  but  have  not  yet 

9  filled  out  a  white  speaker  form,  please  see  the  desk 

10  at  the  entrance  to  the  room  here  to  get  that  filled 

11  out. 

12  So  this  Hearing  is  in  recess  until  6:15. 

13  (Hearing  recessed  at  5:59) 

14  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  RICHARDSON:  Ladies  and 

15  gentlemen,  we  will  now  continue  the  Hearing  and  move 

16  into  the  public  comment  part. 

17  If  you  do  decide  that  I  you  want  to  speak, 

18  as  we  go  along,  just  raise  your  hand,  and  somewhere 

19  from  our  staff  will  give  you  a  form. 

20  The  way  this  is  going  to  work  is  I  will  call 

21  you  by  name  and  then  you  may  approach  the  microphone 

22  here.  To  help  our  stenographer,  please  begin  by 

23  stating  your  name  and  the  name  of  the  organization, 

24  if  any,  that  you  represent.  It  would  also  help  if 

25  you  spell  the  your  last  name. 

002  5 

1  Please  do  not  provide  any  other  personal 

2  information,  such  as  your  home  address  or  phone 
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3  number.  Again,  your  comments  are  recorded  verbatim. 

4  They  will  be  used  to  develop  a  transcript  and 

5  permanent  record  of  this  meeting  and  will  be 

6  published  in  the  Final  EIS.  Your  name  will  be 

7  included,  along  with  your  comments.  Personal  home 

8  addresses  and  phone  numbers  will  not  be  published  in 

9  the  Final  EIS. 

10  And  before  I  continue,  I  had  wanted  to 

11  recognize  some  folks  who  are  with  us  tonight. 

12  First,  I'd  like  to  recognize  Oklahoma  State 

13  Senator  Mike  Schulz. 

14  Next,  Altus  City  Councilman  Mike  Patterson. 

15  And  Altus  City  Councilman  Rick  Stine. 

16  All  right.  On  the  slide,  it  says  that  each 

17  speaker  will  have  three  minutes  to  provide  oral 

18  comments  on  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives.  I 

19  am  not  going  to  limit  you  to  three  minutes,  if  you 

20  want  to  talk  longer,  that's  okay.  We're  also  not 

21  going  to  have  anyone  keep  formal  track  of  your  time. 

22  There  is  no  obligation  to  talk  for  a  full  three 

23  minutes.  That's  up  to  you.  come  on  up  here,  say 

24  what  you  would  like  to  say  about  the  proposed  EIS  and 

25  then,  when  you're  done,  you  can  sit  down,  and  I'll 
0026 

1  call  the  next  person. 

2  If  you  have  any  sort  of  other  presentation, 

3  I  ask  that  you  submit  that  in  the  form  of  a  written 

4  comment. 

5  The  public  comment  period  is  set  to  end  at 

6  8:00  p.m.  If  everyone  who  signed  up  to  speak  has  had 

7  a  chance  to  do  so  before  that  time,  and  I  anticipate 

8  that  will  happen,  I  will  ask  if  any  speaker  would 

9  like  any  additional  time,  lust  let  me  know,  raise 

10  your  hand,  and  you  can  come  back  up  here  and  talk. 

11  I'll  also  ask  if  anyone  else  who  hasn't 

12  spoken  would  like  an  opportunity  to  speak. 

13  If  you  want  to  add  something  later  to  your 

14  oral  comments  or  if  you'd  rather  not  speak  here 

15  tonight,  you  can  submit  written  commences.  There  is 

16  no  page  limit  on  written  comments.  And  the  Air  Force 

17  gives  equal  weight  to  oral  and  written  comments. 

18  Both  become  part  of  the  official  record  and  are 

19  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 

20  A  few  reminders  before  we  get  started. 

21  Please  limit  your  comments  to  the  analysis  in  the 

22  Draft  EIS.  That's  the  purpose  of  the  public  comment 

23  period. 

24  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  this  is  not  a  Q  and 

25  A  session.  It's  an  opportunity  for  you  to  put  on  the 
0027 

1  record  your  views  and  concerns  about  the  proposal 

2  that  you  want  the  decision  makers  to  consider. 

3  Questions  that  you  pose  during  your  verbal 

4  testimony  will  become  part  of  the  record  and  will  be 

5  considered. 

6  After  we've  completed  the  formal  part  of  the 

7  Hearing,  Air  Force  representatives  will  continue  to 

8  be  available  for  discussion. 

9  And  a  reminder,  those  of  you  who  are 

10  speaking,  you  may  approach  this  podium,  state  and 

11  spell  your  name  for  the  stenographer,  and  then 

12  indicate  your  affiliation,  if  any,  for  the  record. 

13  The  first  speaker  I  would  like  to  welcome  is 
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14  Senator  Mike  Schulz. 

15  SENATOR  SCHULTZ:  Mike  Schulz,  S-C-H-U-L-Z, 

16  Majority  Floor  Leader,  Oklahoma  State  Senate. 

17  It's  a  little  concerning  that,  ma'am,  you 

18  just  said  you're  not  going  to  hold  us  for  three 

19  minutes  and  then  you  start  off  with  a  politician. 

20  These  comments  will  be  very  brief.  On 

21  behalf  of  the  State  of  Oklahoma  and  on  behalf  of 

22  certainly  Southwest  Oklahoma,  only  behalf  of 

23  Representative  Charles  Ortega  and  myself,  we'd  like 

24  to  thank  you  all  for  being  here  tonight.  Thank  you 

25  for  your  work  thus  far  in  this  project.  And 
0028 

1  certainly  anything  that  the  State  of  Oklahoma  can  do 

2  to  further  this  project,  you  certainly  have  our  full 

3  support. 

4  We're  excited  about  the  opportunity  to 

5  utilize  the  assets,  not  only  at  Altus  Air  Force  Base, 

6  but  also  at  Clinton-industrial  Air  Park,  as  well, 

7  both  of  which  are  tremendous  assets  for  the  Air  Force 

8  and  for  the  state  of  Oklahoma,  we're  certainly  glad 

9  you  all  are  here  tonight. 

10  Thank  you. 

11  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  RICHARDSON:  The  next 

12  speaker  I'd  like  to  welcome  to  the  podium  is  Dr.  3oe 

13  Leverett,  chairman  of  the  Altus  Military  Affairs 

14  Committee. 

15  MR.  LEVERETT:  My  name  is  loe  Leverett, 

16  L-E-V-E-R-E-T-T.  I  am  Chairman  of  the  Altus  Military 

17  Affairs  committee. 

18  And  only  behalf  of  the  Military  Affairs 

19  Committee,  we  are  excited  that  you're  here.  We're 

20  excited  that  Altus  is  considered  the  beddown  for  the 

21  KC-46A  FTU. 

22  I  know  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  there 

23  were  quite  a  few  more  politicians  that  spoke.  We 

24  elected  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  process  by 

25  not  putting  undue  political  pressure  on  you.  Colonel 
0029 

1  Richardson. 

2  So  we  are  excited  about  the  FTU.  Altus  is 

3  the  most  logical  base  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A, 

4  co-location  of  the  c-17  and  the  KC-135  make  it  the 

5  perfect  training  environment.  We  have  a  national 

6  treasurer  in  our  aerospace,  the  proximity  to  our 

7  refueling  tracts,  and  we're  excited  about  the 

8  process. 

9  Centralized  training  has  been  a  mainstay  of 

10  the  Air  Force.  We,  here,  feel  that  that's  the  best 

11  process,  continue  to  train  tankers  and  air  lifters. 

12  So  we're  excited  about  you  coming. 

13  The  Military  Affairs  Committee,  the  Chamber, 

14  the  City  of  Altus  will  do  everything  we  can  to  make 

15  sure  that  this  beddown  goes  smoothly.  And,  remember, 

16  Altus  is  a  community  that  has  great  airspace,  ramp 

17  space  and  a  community  that  loves  the  Air  Force. 

18  Thank  you. 

19  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  RICHARDSON:  DO  I  have 

20  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  come  to  the  podium  and 

21  speak? 

22  As  I  mentioned  earlier.  Air  Force 

23  representatives  will  continue  to  be  available  out  by 

24  the  display  boards  to  continue  discussions.  However, 
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25  discussions  that  take  place  at  the  boards  will  not  be 
0030 

1  part  of  the  official  record  of  the  EIS. 

2  I  thank  you  for  your  time  an  interest. 

3  Tonight  is  no  the  end  of  your  opportunity  to 

4  participate  in  the  environmental  review  process. 

5  Again,  written  comment  sheets  are  available  at  the 

6  registration  table.  You  can  turn  in  these  sheets 

7  tonight  or  mail  them  later. 

8  If  you  would  like  your  own  copy  of  the  Final 

9  EIS,  please  let  one  of  the  representatives  at  the 

10  registration  table  know  or  send  a  letter  or  a 

11  postcard  asking  for  your  own  copy.  The  Air  Force 

12  will  send  copies  of  the  final  EIS  to  you. 

13  I'm  not  going  to  formally  adjourn  until 

14  8: 00  p. m.  or  later. 

15  Therefore,  this  is  what  we're  going  to  do. 

16  The  Hearing  is  in  recess  and  will  be  adjourned  at 

17  8:00,  if  not  earlier  reconvened. 

18  I  thank  you  for  your  time  tonight. 

19  (Hearing  Recessed) 

20  (Hearing  Adjourned  at  8:00  p.m.) 

21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

0031 

1  CERTIFICATE 

2 

STATE  OF  OKLAHOMA  ) 

3  )  SS. 

COUNTY  OF  OKLAHOMA  ) 

4 

5  I,  Judy  Thompson,  a  certified  shorthand  Reporter  for 

6  the  state  of  Oklahoma,  do  hereby  certify  that  Public 

7  Hearing  was  taken  by  me  in  stenotype  and  thereafter 

8  transcribed  and  is  a  true  and  correct  transcript  of  the 

9  Public  Hearing:  that  the  Public  Hearing  was  taken  on 

10  November  14,  2013,  in  Altus,  State  of  Oklahoma;  that  I  am 

11  not  an  attorney  for  nor  a  relative  of  any  party,  or 

12  otherwise  interested  in  this  Public  Hearing. 

13  WITNESS  MY  HAND  AND  SEAL  THIS  25TH  DAY  OF  NOVEMBER, 

14  2013. 

15 


16  Judy  Thompson 

Oklahoma  Certified  Shorthand  Reporter 

17  Certificate  No.  01674 

Exp.  Date:  December  31,  2012 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 
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Spokane  Ctrr  Council 
B(W  VV.  Spoil, inp  r.ilK  RUU. 
SjH>k4n.*  IV  V  wi2l>l-4t\s 
l5trJ)  (125-6255 

Rod  still  killl 


November  20, 2013 
Dear  Jean  Reynolds. 

Spokane  is  u  proud  military-  city.  From  the  local  World  War  II  vet  taking  his  honor  flight  back  to 
our  nuUon's  capital,  to  the  SERE  student  PCS’ing  for  the  first  time  -  we  embrace  our  military 
legacy  and  stand  ready  to  meet  future  mission  expansion  at  Fairchild.  Our  city  is  a  strong 
regional  partner  that  continues  to  actively  pursue  ways  to  strengthen  the  base  and  the 
surrounding  West  Plains  area.  We  will  continue  to  advocate  for  land  use  regulations  consistent 
with  Fairchild's  Compatible  Use  Zone  criteria.  We  are  al.so  proud  to  extend  airmen  and  their 
families  educational,  economic,  and  cultural  opportunities  second  to  none.  And  our  regional 
infrastructure  and  transportation  system  has  the  capacity  to  scr\'ice  an  increase  in  base  personnel. 

The  incredible  Total  Force  Integration  success  of  the  92"’’  Air  Refueling  Wing  and  its  Air 
National  Guard  counterpart,  the  Ml"  Air  Refueling  Wing  serves  as  a  model  for  our  regional 
partnership.  As  an  integral  piece  of  this  partnership,  the  Spokane  City  Council  will  remain 
dedicated  to  ensuring  the  long-term  viability  of  Fairchild,  and  remain  steadfast  in  our  belief  that 
the  first  KC-46A  will  land  on  our  base's  new  runway. 

Thank  you  for  your  thorougit  selection  process,  and  for  allowing  our  citizens  the  opportunity  to 
share  their  passion  for  Fairchild  on  several  occasions. 


Sl'OKANl', 


F.001  D  A 
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KC-46A  FORMALTRAINING  UMT{FTU)  AND  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  I)  BEDDOWN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
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Piihlic  Hearing  Written  Comment  Form 
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F_003_D_A 

•  Pal  Rushing  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  Fairchild  Public  Hearing  H/20/13.  comment  received  via 
tronscriptfrom  court  reporter. 

MR.  PAT  RUSHING:  Good  evening,  NEPA  Team.  Welcome  to 
Spokane.  We're  happy  you’re  here.  My  name  is  Patrick 
Rushing,  R-u-s-h-i-n-g.  I  am  the  mayor  of  Airway  Heights, 

Washington.  While  reviewing  the  draft  EIS,  I  noticed  that  a 
lot  of  the  reference  was  made  to  the  Spokane  County  Joint 
Land  Use  Study  or  the  JLUS. 

Just  for  your  information,  the  City  of  Ainvay  Heights. 

Spokane  City,  the  county,  and  Medical  Lake,  have  all 
adopted,  in  one  form  or  another,  of  the  Joint  Land  Use 
Study.  The  City  of  Ainvay  Heights  is  unique  in  ours  because 
we  had  to  take  the  Joint  Land  Use  Study  and  incorporate  a 
lot  of  the  DOD  directives  from  2012  into  that  study,  so  that 
we  now  have  what  the  JLUS  implementation  committee  has 
deemed  as  the  most  protective  of  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base 
for  current  and  future  missions. 

The  other  thing  I  would  like  to  say  is  that  there  are 
tornadoes  in  Wichita ,  Kansas ,  and  in  Oklahoma ,  and  we  don't 
have  that  here.  We  have  pretty  nice  weather.  So  you  might 
build  some  nice  buildings  down  there  and  save  a  lot  of 
money,  but  if  you  come  to  Spokane,  you  will  actually  save  a 
lot  of  ^at  money.  We  have  buildings  that  are  just  now 
falling  apart  that  were  built  back  during  World  War  II. 

Again,  thank  you  for  coming  and  listening  to  my  comments. 


F_004_D_A 

•  Adam  McDaniel  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  Fairchild  Public  Hearing  11/20/13,  comment  received 
vio  tronscriptfrom  court  reporter. 

MR.  ADAM  McDANIEL:  I'm  Adam  McDaniel.  M-c-D-a-n-i-e-l. 

I'm  the  senior  executive  assistant  to  Council  President  Ben 
Stuckart  and  he  was  unable  to  make  it  tonight.  He  is  out  of 
town.  Spokane  is  a  proud  military  city,  from  the  local 
World  War  II  vet  taking  his  Honor  Flight  back  to  our 
nation's  capitol  to  the  SEARS  student  training  for  the  first 
time.  We  embrace  our  military  like  a  seed,  and  we  stand 
ready  to  meet  future  expansion  at  Fairchild. 

Our  city  is  a  strong  regional  partner  that  continues  to 
actively  pursue  ways  to  strengthen  the  bay  and  the 
surrounding  West  Plains  area.  We  will  continue  to  advocate 
for  land  use  regulations  consistent  with  Fairchild's 
Compatible  Use  Zone  Criteria.  We  are  also  proud  to  extend 
to  airman  and  their  families  educational,  economic,  and 
cultural  opportunities  second  to  none,  and  our  regional 
infrastructure  and  transportation  system  has  the  capacity  to 
service  the  increase  in  base  personnel 
The  incredible  integration  of  the  92nd  Air  Refuelling 
Wing  and  it's  Air  National  Guard  counterpart,  the  1 41  st  Air 
Refuelling  Wing,  serves  as  a  model  for  regional  partnership 
and  as  an  integral  piece  of  the  partnership,  the  Spokane 

City  Council  will  remain  dedicated  to  ensure  the  long-term  viability  of  Fairchild,  will  remain 
steadfast  in  our  belief 

that  the  first  KC-46A  will  land  on  our  base  runway.  Thank 
for  your  thorough  selection  process  and  for  allowing  our 
citizens  the  opportunity  to  share  their  passion  for 
Fairchild  on  multiple  occasions.  Sincerely.  Ben  Stuckart. 
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*  Scott  Wheat  ISpokane  Tribal  Council}  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  Fairchild  Public  Hearing 
i  i/20/i  3.  comment  received  via  tromcript  from  court  reportei 

MR.  SCOTT  WHEAT:  Good  afternoon,  ladies  and  gentlemen. 

My  name  is  Scott  Wheat.  W-h-e-a-t.  I  am  the  tribe's  lead  attorney,  general  counsel. 

On  behalf  of  the  Spokane  Tribe,  through  its  tribal  council,  I  want  to  welcome  Air  Force 
staff  here  from  various  parts  of  the  country,  I  would  imagine  both  military  and  civilian. 

We  want  to  welcome  you  to  the  tribe's  aboriginal  homelands. 

In  feet.  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  the  tribe  has  a  deep  connection  to  that  piece  of  ground. 

It  lies  within  frve  miles  of  the  1 851  Battle  of  Four  Lakes  between  the  Spokane 

Tribe  and  the  U.S.  Army.  And  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  site  lies  within  the  field  of  battle  for  the 

September  5th,  1 858  Battle  of  Spokane  Plains.  Although,  these  days,  and  for  a 

very  long  time,  they  have  been  on  peaceful  terms  with  the  United  States  and  the  Armed  Forces 

And  I  would  like  to  mention  that  the  tribe  and  its  members  have  a  very  high  rate  of  military 

service,  as  is  not  uncommon  with  Indian  tribes,  including  service  in  the  United 

States  Air  Force.  And  we  have  enjoyed  a  very  strong. 

positive  relationship  with  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  historically. 

We've  testified  to  support,  you  know,  keeping  the  base  open  But  not  only  does  the  tribe  have 
historic  connections  to  that  area,  we  have  modern  connections  as  well.  We  own  145  acres  of 
land  within  a  couple  of  miles  of  the  base  and  we  have  economic  operations  on  that  piece  of 
ground  and  we  work  closely  with  the  base  to  ensure  that  our  operations  are  consistent  and  do 
not  interfere  with  the  important  military  operations  that  occur  at  Fairchild. 

We.  too.  participated  in  the  development  of  the  JLUS 

policies,  and  as  with  other  local  jurisdictions,  the  tribe 

has  adopted  and  implemented  the  JLUS  that  will  apply  to  all 

development  within  that  145  acre  piece.  That  is  one  of  the 

things  that  we  noted  in  our  review  of  the  EIS  that  we 

certainly  wanted  to  include,  and  we  will  supplement  or 

include  in  our  written  testimony,  which  we  will  submit  by 

the  deadline,  the  tribe's  copy  of  its  JLUS  ordinance.  And 

we  would  appreciate  if  the  EiS  could  be  supplemented  to 

reflect  the  tribe,  as  a  local  government,  has  also  enacted 

land  use  regulations  consistent  with  JLUS  policies  and  recommendations. 

Finally.  I’m  sure  my  three  minutes  is  coming  up  quick,  also  in  our  review  of  the  EIS,  and  we 

wanted  to  comment  tonight,  it’s  very  appropriate  that,  as  I  identified  the 

tribe  as  the  resident  tribe  to  be  contacted  to  ensure  that 

any  cultural  resources  are  appropriately  cataloged  and 

protected  pursuant  to  relevant  federal  law.  NEPA,  etc. 

So  we  certainly  stand  willing  and  ready  to  assist  the 
base  in  assessment  of  those  impacts,  if  that  need  arises  in 
the  future.  I  do  want  to  echo  Mayor  Rushing's  learned  and 
sacred  advice,  that  we  do  rarely,  rarely  have  tornados  in 
this  part  of  the  country.  We  would  certainly  hope  that  the 
base,  the  Air  Force  keeps  an  open  mind.  We  know  a  preferred 
alternative  has  been  selected,  but  of  course,  that's  not 
really  why  you  all  are  here  tonight. 

Our  review  of  the  EIS ,  we  concur  with  the  assessment  and 
impacts  and  affected  environment.  So  with  that.  I  will 
conclude.  Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to  testify. 


F_006_D_I 

•  Margaret  Jonei  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  Fairchild  Public  Hearing  11/20/13.  comment  received 
via  transcript  from  court  reporter 

MS.  MARGARET  JONES:  Margaret  Jones,  spelled  J-o-n-e-s. 

I  find  your  presentation  of  interest  in  what  it  leaves  out. 
rather  than  what  it  includes.  If  I  were  to  use  your 
presentation  to  make  a  decision  tonight.  Fairchild  would  be 

number  one  because  it  doesn’t  have  any  of  the  environmental  mitigation  situations  that  are  at 
McConnell,  nor  does  it 

have  the  environmental  situations  of  climate  that  you  have 
in  AHus  or  at  McConnell. 

One  thing  that  you  have  failed  to  mention  in  this  is 
that  Fairchild  is  the  best  kept  secret  in  the  Air  Force. 

Every  person  who's  ever  served  at  Fairchild  has  fallen  in 
love  with  the  area  because  it  provides  a  lifestyle  for  all 
of  them.  If  you're  a  fisherman,  it's  there,  If  you're  a 
hunter,  it's  there.  If  you  want  to  play  golf,  it's  there. 

If  you  want  to  go  to  college  football  games,  it's  there.  We 
have  one  of  the  top-rated  football  teams  in  the  nation  right 
here  at  Eastern.  We  have  the  top  rated  basketball  team  at 
Gonzaga. 

These  you  did  not  include  in  this  Of  course,  it's  not 
part  of  the  environment,  but  as  a  member  of  two  county 
boards,  I  can  tell  you  that  for  transportation  needs,  the 
STA  will  provide  whatever  you  need,  including  ride  share, 
which  is  one  of  their  programs,  plus  they  have  a  paratransit 
for  anyone  that  needs  paratransit. 

I  can  also  tell  you  if  there's  any  hazardous  problems, 
that  we  have  the  state-of-the-art  hazard  waste  people 
working  right  here  with  the  Waste  to  Energy  Plant,  and  at 
SIA.  We  are  ready  and  willing  to  do  whatever  is  necessary 
to  support  Fairchild.  However,  you  do  leave  us  a  little  bit 

in  limbo  because  we  cant  figure  out  whether  we  need  to  tax  ourselves  to  do  some  things  or  not 
because  we  can't  get  a 

straight  answer  from  the  Air  Force  as  to  what  direction 
you're  going. 
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•  Dove  iones  provided  vetboi  cornment  at  the  Fairchild  Public  Hearing  11/20/13,  commen?  received  via 
traiMcript from  court  reporter 

MR.  DAVE  JONES;  Dave  Jones,  J^o-n-e-s.  I  am  a  retired 
colonel  base  commander  at  Fairchild.  I  would  like  to 
mention  just  a  couple  of  quick  things.  I  won't  take  long. 

One,  and  which  was  not  discussed  here,  there's  no  runway 
requirements.  We  have  a  brand  new  runway.  We  have 
excellent  taxlways.  They've  been  fixed,  too.  All  of  which 
were  not  so  good  40  years  ago.  but  they're  all  very  good 
now. 

Yes,  we  have  an  old  hangar.  It  was  built  way  back  when 
this  was  the  primary  experimental  base  for  SAC  when  they 
conducted  their  annual  bomb  comp,  and  constantly,  we  had  to 
refuel  up  to  100  aircraft  simultaneously.  As  a  result,  we 
have  the  largest  gasoline  supply  system  in  the  Air  Force 
here  at  Fairchild.  So  I  think  a  lot  of  things  weren't 
considered.  The  other  thing  Is  I  know  all  the  other  bases. 

And  the  Tornado  Alley  has  hit  Altus  and  it's  McConnell  in 
the  past.  It  just  hit  Illinois,  which  it  almost  never  hits. 

The  thing  Is.  and  at  one  time  when  I  was  around,  it  hit 
Sheppard,  which  they  said.  Oh,  it  will  never  hit  Sheppard. 

We  didn't  even  have  an  alarm  for  it,  and  it  came  through  and 
cleaned  out  the  whole  warehouse.  The  thing  is,  tornadoes 
are  disastrous  to  aircraft  as  we've  seen  just  recently.  I 
think  that  alone  makes  it  questionable,  that  decision.  The 
one  up  north  is  not  a  very  good  place  to  put  this  kind  of 
business.  I  can  understand  why  they  chose  McConnell  to  a 
certain  extent  because  it's  in  the  center  of  the  country, 
but  our  primary  mission  today,  right  this  moment,  in  the 
long  range  is  going  to  be  in  the  Pacific.  That's  why  its 
base  was  here,  was  to  supply  the  Pacific. 

We  have  traffic  continuous  out  of  here.  However,  with 
the  tanker  today,  you  can  go  all  around  the  world,  so  you 
can  put  the  tanker  anywhere.  You  can  put  it  in  New  York 
City  if  you  wanted  to,  but  I  don't  advise  it.  Thank  you 


F_00S_D_O 

•  Sandia  larrord  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  Fairchild  Public  Hearing  11/20/13,  comment  received 
via  transcript  from  court  reporter. 

MS,  SANDRA  JARRARD:  Good  evening,  Sandra  Jarrard. 
spelled  J-a-r-r-a-r-d.  and  I'm  the  director  of  Public 
Policy,  Greater  Spokane  Incorporated.  GSI  supports 
Fairchild,  and  it  strongly  advocates  for  Fairchild  Air  Force 
Base  to  be  the  first  base  for  the  KC-46A  tanker.  Over  the 
last  30  years,  more  than  $400  million  has  been  invested  in 
base  infrastructure  The  existing  infrastructure  combined 

with  a  history  of  modernization  efforts  provides  for  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  to  be  the  prime 
basing  option. 

Aiso  Fairchild's  strategic  location  makes  it  a  gateway  to 
the  Asia  Pacific  destinations,  ideal  for  staging  operations 
in  support  of  the  nation's  global  ability  requirements. 

Our  community  supports  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base.  We 
recognize  the  great  economic  impact  it  has  in  the  region. 

It  is  the  largest  single  site  employer.  We  will  continue  to 
advocate  to  be  the  first  base  to  receive  KC'46A  tankers. 

Thank  you. 
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•  Pal  Spino  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  Fairchild  Public  Hearing  11/20/13,  comment  received  via 
transcript  from  court  reporter 

MR.  PAT  SPINO:  Good  evening,  everyone.  I’m  Retired 
Tech  Sergeant  Pat  Spino,  Junior,  and  I  was  out  here  for  ten 
years  from  ’81  until  January  31st,  1992  when  I  retired.  And 
I’m  ••  I  don’t  know  if  I've  even  seen  a  copy  of  the  impact 
statement.  I  was  reading  what  the  issues  are  in  the  - 
excuse  me  -  the  locations  they’ve  chosen  for  the  tankers 
and  various  other  items  of  interest.  And  basically,  based 
off -to  my  wife  and  I,  it's  a  convenience  to  have  our  - 
mainly  to  get  our  medications  filled  out  there  and  shopping 
like  everybody  else  is,  and  if  it  closed,  we  would  have  to 
establish  a  mail  order  system  with  Tricare,  which  she  just 

started  doing,  and  so  I  can  go  through  the  VA.  And  otherwise,  it  would  require  us  going  all  the 
way 

over  to  McChord,  which  would  be  the  next  closest  base,  to 
get  any  items  we  need,  any  conveniences,  and  stuff  like 
that,  but  then  that's  kind  of  a  long  drive. 

So  that’s  about  my  —  That's  my  concern  about  that, 
losing  a  convenience  and  a  benefit  that  we  all  worked  for 
those  many  years  that  we  put  in,  and  I  would  hate  to  see  it 
go.  So  anyway,  that’s  all  I  got  to  say  on  there.  Thank 
you. 


F_010_D_I 

•  Jiin  McDevitt  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  Fairchild  Public  Hearing  11/20/13,  comment  received  via 
transcript  from  court  reporter. 

GENERAL  JIM  McDEVITT;  Thank  you  very  much,  team. 

Welcome  to  Spokane,  and  part  of  the  Inland  Northwest.  I’m 
Jim  McDevitt,  M-c*D<e-v-i-t-t.  I  was  in  aircrew  for  five 
years  active  duty  and  then  30  years  In  the  Air  National 
Guard,  the  141st  Air  Refuelling  Wing.  22  years  of  those 
flying  years  were  flown  off  of  Fairchild  in  the  KOI  35s.  We 
appreciate  being  number  two,  real  close,  but  I  think  there 
are  a  couple  of  things  ^at  maybe  the  study  -  some  of  the 
subjective  things  the  study  doesn’t  measure. 

First  of  all.  the  1 41  st  houses  the  1 1 6th  Air  Refueling 
Squadron,  and  I  was  proud  to  be  commander  of  that  for  a 
couple  of  years.  It's  the  second  oldest  flying  squad  in  the 

country,  a  long,  proud  history  and  a  great  association,  a  classic  association,  with  the  active  duty, 
a  pace  setter. 

and  a  lot  of  things  settle  out  of  -  set  a  very,  very  high 
standard  for  the  Air  National  Guard  for  the  tanker 
community.  I  tfiink  that  was  highlighted  from  Desert  Storm 
going  forward. 

Another  thing,  and  I  know  that  that's  measured,  but  I 
don't  really  know  that  the  spirit  and  the  kind  of 
association  and  the  kind  of  experience  of  the  air  crews 
quite  shows  up.  I  mean.  I  had,  when  I  was  a  squadron 
commander,  majors  and  lieutenant  colonels,  wheat  ranchers, 
doctors,  lawyers,  school  teachers,  with  25  to  28  years  of 
flying  experience,  tremendous  experience,  and  tremendous 
mentors  to  not  only  our  younger  guard  members,  but  the 
active  duty. 

The  other  thing,  too.  that  I  don't  know  that  you  know 
and  I  don't  know  was  brought  up,  is  that  I  know  when  I  was 
commander  of  ^e  flying  squadron,  we  had  two  or  three  of  our 
guard  pilots  that  were  Boeing  test  pilots.  Bob  Kay.  Mike 
Miller,  and  several  others.  So  not  only  did  we  have  a 
classic  association  with  the  active  duty,  we  had  a  classic 
association  with  Boeing.  I’ve  been  retired  for  a  couple  of 
years,  several  years,  so  I  don’t  know  what  the  composite  of 
the  squadron  is  now.  But  I  do  know  we  have  a  great 
relationship  with  Boeing  company,  and  we’ve  had.  and  still 

have  probably,  some  Boeing  test  pilots  that  are  part  of  our  units  So  thanks  for  all  you  do. 
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•  Rich  W(Jd/sv  provided  verbal  commenf  at  the  ^a^rch^ld  Public  Heoruig  ll/20/i3,  carTifT\er\t  received  via 
tronscnptfrom  court  reporter 

MR.  RICH  HADLEY:  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity. 

H-a-d-l-e-y.  Do  you  want  any  more  talk  about  tornadoes? 

Oh,  okay.  So  I  would  just  say  a  couple  of  things  First, 
the  community  has  a  history  of  support  for  Fairchild  Air 
Force  Base,  and  frankly,  for  the  military,  that  goes  back  a 
long  way  The  organization  that  I  represent,  which  was  the 
J  Bird,  is  now  Greater  Spokane  Incorporated,  of  which  I'm 
the  CEO,  actually  helped  raise  the  $15,000  dollars  to  buy 
the  to  create  the  air  depot  with  the  war  department  back 
in  the  '40s  right  at  the  end  of  World  War  II  to  establish  an 
air  depot.  Then  we  raised  $140,000  dollars  to  buy  1 .400 
acres  to  give  to  the  Air  Force  to  create  what  became  Geiger 
and  then  now  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  and  the  Air  Force 
bought  the  rest  of  the  property  to  get  us  to  about  5,000 
acres. 

So  I  think  we  ought  to  get  points  for  that,  you  know.  I 
think  if  you  put  $140,000  in  the  1940s  and  do  all  the 
figuring,  what's  that  worth,  probably  a  billion  dollars  of 
support?  Anyway,  but  we've  also  supported  ever  since  then, 
modernization  of  the  base,  and  you've  heard  that  mentioned. 

and  I  think  thafs  really  important  because  we're  able,  we're  able  to  house  those  tankers,  new 
tankers.  We  have 

most  of  the  hangar  capacity,  we  have  ail  hydro  capacity,  we 
have  the  ramp  We  have  the  new  operations  facilities  for 
the  squadrons  that  have  all  been  a  part  of  the  United  States 
Government  and  congress  helping  us  have. 

We  have  a  brand  new  runway,  and  when  this  was  runway  was 
down,  the  airplanes  went  to  Spokane  Internationat  Airport 
and  Moses  Lake,  the  old  Clark  Air  Force  Base  to  -  that 
wasn't  Clark.  Larson  Air  Force  Base,  and  it  was  seamless  to 
be  able  to  continue  the  mission  while  also  putting  in  a  new 
runway. 

In  addition  new  facilities  for  airman,  fitness  center, 
education  center,  and  great  relationships  with  the 
community,  including  Operation  Spokane  Heros  for  the 
families  of  deployed  military  personnel  and  for  those 
deployed.  Our  mission  Is  central  air  mobility  commander, 
education  training  command,  the  number  one  survival  school, 
obviously,  the  joint  personnel  recovery  center  for  the 
governmental  officials  training  in  survival,  so  we  have  all 
of  that.  It's  a  great  facility  for  a  survival  education,  as 
well  as  training  and  obviously  refuelling. 

Mr.  McDevitt  talked  about  the  unique  relationship 
between  the  Air  National  Guard  and  the  active  duty,  which 
honestly,  we  felt  probably  would  have  gotten  more 
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recognition  in  the  evaluation  than  it  did  given  that  the  Air  Force  put  a  huge  priority  on  that  along 
with  joint  basing. 

And  we  have  the  Army  Reserve  Center  now  at  the  base,  looking 
at  border  patrol  and  looking  at  a  many  other  missions  that 
happen  in  a  region  that  represents  two  million  people,  so 
that's  important.  The  strategic  location's  been  mentioned, 
the  Pacific  pivot  pointing  towards  the  coast.  I  happen  to 
be  on  the  civic  leader  group  for  the  chief  of  staff  of  the 
Air  Force  and  the  secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  we’ve  had  that 
discussion,  and  we're  on  the  refuelling  routes  to  the 
Pacific. 

We're  the  Noble  Eagle  •>  We're  the  only  ones  fiying  the 
Noble  Eagle  to  protect  us  from  what  we  doni  want  to  have 
happen  ever  in  this  world.  We’re  important  for  that,  as 
well  as  being  the  refueling  base  for  most  of  the  Western 
United  States.  We're  close  to  Boeing,  we're  just  down  the 
road.  It  would  have  been  so  easy  for  Boeing  to  be  able  to 
-- 1  realize  Boeing  has  facilities  in  Kansas  as  well  -  but 
building  the  tankers  in  Everett  and  then  making  ~  having 
the  engineers  to  be  able  to  be  over  here  as  they  went 
through  the  testing  and  the  ops  made  way  too  much  sense.  I 
know,  but  I  think  that  was  the  big  advantage  we  had. 

You've  heard  about  natural  resources,  natural  disasters, 
so  we're  the  sixth  safest  community  In  the  world  -  in  the 
country,  maybe  the  world  We  don't  have  hurricanes  either, 

so  we  don't  have  fioods,  we  don't  have  hurricanes,  we  don't  —  Oh,  yeah,  did  we  mention 
tornadoes  yet?  We  don't  have 

tornadoes,  and  so  far  we  haven't  has  dust  storms,  so  I  think 
we're  in  good  shape  on  that,  too.  I  would  just  say  we're 
proud  of  this  base,  and  the  community  shows  it  all  the  time. 

24/7.  It  really  is.  And  I'm  not  trying  to  make  light  of 
it,  but  at  the  end  of  the  day,  for  all  of  us  and  for  you. 

I'm  sure,  we  enjoy  the  fact  that  there's  a  lot  of  passion 
and  emotion  in  the  people  that  live  here 
We're  the  ninth  favorite  community  in  the  country  to 
retire  in,  and  for  the  military,  the  Air  Force,  we're  number 
two.  So  there's  a  lot  at  stake  here.  We're  happy  to  be  -> 

We  would  love  to  be  number  one,  we  should  have  been  number 
one,  we  are  close  to  number  one,  and  if  the  EIS  proves  out 
that  your  number  one  choice,  there's  a  flaw  there  other  than 
tornadoes,  we  will  be  happy  to  step  in.  We're  ready  to  go. 

We  can  do  it,  and  you  will  never  see  a  community  stand  up  to 
support  this  more  than  this  community  will.  Thank  you. 
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•  Andfevit  Neunherz  ptovided  V'erbal  comment  at  the  Fairchild  Public  Hearing  li/20/13,  comment 
received  via  tromcriptfrom  court  reporter 

MR.  ANDREW  NEUNHERZ;  Good  evening.  I'm  Andrew 
Neunherz,  N-e-u-n-h-e-r-z.  I  have  been  on  ail  sides  of  the 
issue.  I'm  a  retired  Air  Force  officer  with  27  years  of 
service,  retired  in  1993,  served  five  years  at  Fairchild. 

I'm  a  retired  banker  here  in  Spokane  after  about  15  years  of 
work  in  that  effort,  the  past  president  of  the  West  Plains 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  currently  the  vice  chair  of  the 
Spokane  County  Planning  Commission.  What  does  all  this  say? 

It  gives  me  the  ability  to  say  that  Spokane.  Fairchild,  is 
the  right  place,  it’s  the  right  time,  and  it’s  the  right 
community  to  take  on  the  added  mission  of  a  new  tanker. 

We're  ready  for  it. 

When  I  was  here  stationed  with  Colonel  Jones  at 
Fairchild  back  in  the  '70s,  the  community  was  ready  then 
The  community  has  been  supportive  from  day  one.  It  is 
supportive  every  day,  and  while  I  apparently  have  not  been 
able  to  keep  my  svelte  figure  as  the  general  and  the 
colonel,  I  was  at  one  time  skinnier  and  6  foot  2.  Everybody 
said  everything,  it's  all  been  said,  but  now  is  the  time. 

Fairchild  is  the  place.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
speak. 
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Public  Hearing  Written  Comment  Form 

For  mure  infurniBtion  or  lo  submit  comments  unlliir,  pleue  go  lu:  www.kc*4bA*bcddow'n.com 
IM.HASF.  FRINT  I.KGIBI  Y 

LOCATION:  I  L  Jk 

A/irft  AC  A  -fmL 

riML  /PLTMiU'LYt,  ‘Sa/AigTZ-V  . 


••••  CONI  INUF:  on  H,\CK  H)R  MORI  SPACT-.  •••• 

Indivliliial  rcfpnndenls  ma>  tcqucM  Lontidrniialit)  ll'ynu  Hish  lo  tkiihhold  yuur  name  of  aiidreM  from  public  rcvicu  or  from 
dtscinsurc  under  the  Freedom  ot  informaiion  Acl  (fUlA).  >ou  mu.q  Male  ihi)  prummcnil)  al  the  heginnini!  nfyour  commcnls 
Such  requests  will  be  hunured  lu  ihe  cikieni  allowed  b)  luw  All  submissions  frum  orgamuiiinns  or  businessev  and  from 
individuals  or  ofTicials  represenling  organi/atimis  or  biistnesscs.  will  be  made  available  for  public  inspection  In  Ihcir  enlirety 


Name: 

Oni.ni7.iion: ^J^OitOCL  JA^i(.srXTf^ 


City/State/Zip: 


Plea.se  turn  in  thi:«  form  al  the  ri'gialrulion  (leak  or  mail  by  9  December  2013,  to: 
Ms.  Jean  Keynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force,  AFCEC7CZN, 

2261  Hughes  Ave.,  Ste.  155 
JBSA  Lackland  AFR.TX  78236-9853 
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AHysan  Brooks  Plt.D..  Director 
Stole  Historic  PreservoUon  Olticer 
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Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 

RO.  Box  1 00  •  Wdlpmit.  WA  99040  •  (509)  458-6500  •  Fax  (509)  458-6575 


Mr.  J.  Dale  Clark 
Chief 

Air  Force  NEPA  Center 
2261  Hughes  Avenue,  Ste  155 
JBSA  Lackland.  TX  78236-9853 

In  hJture  cxjrrespondence  please  refer  to* 

Log:  10071 3-20-USAF 

Property:  Draft  EfS  for  KC-46A  Main  Operation  Base  Beddown 
Re:  Draft  Comments 

Dear  Mr  Clark: 

Thank  you  for  contacting  our  office.  I  have  reviewed  the  materials  you  provided  for  this 
proposal.  The  Washington  State  Department  of  Archaeology  and  Historic  Presen/ation  (DAMP) 
wishes  to  offer  the  following  comments; 

Section  3.2.6;  Fairchild  AFB-Cultural  Resources 

The  report  slates  that,  "Washington  SHPO..  has  not  acted  on  the  determinations  for  Buildings 
2245  and  2025."  Accorefing  to  our  records,  we  responded  to  the  Air  Forces  request  for 
consultation  regarding  the  eligibility  of  flight  line  resources  on  December  9,  2008.  in  a  letter  to 
Mr  Jonathan  Wald,  stating  that  buildings  2025  (Maintenance  Hangar)  and  2245  (Air  Base  HQ 
Group)  were  individually  eligible  for  listing.  The  Draft  ElS  labels  building  2025  as  the  "Snow 
Bam,"  however.  Inventory  records  provided  by  a  US  Air  Force  consultant  Indicate  that  the 
hangar  referred  to  as  the  Snow  Barn  Is  building  2030.  Please  provide  DAHP  with  a  corrected 
inventory  form  so  that  both  our  agencies  are  using  the  same  data  when  it  comes  to  evaluating 
these  resources. 

Also,  we  noticed  that  Appendix  A  had  no  content.  We  trust  that  tliis  will  be  addressed  in  a 
subsequent  draft  of  the  EIS. 

I  would  appreciate  receiving  any  correspondence  or  comments  from  concerned  tribes  or  other 
parties  that  you  receive  as  you  consult  under  the  requirements  of  36CFR800.4(a)(4)  and  the 
requested  information  when  it  is  available.  These  comments  are  based  on  the  information 
available  at  the  time  of  this  review  and  on  behalf  of  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  and  Ifs  implementing 
regulations  36CFR800.  Please  contact  me  should  you  have  any  specific  questions  about  our 
request  and  we  look  forward  to  receiving  this  material. 

Sincerely, 


Russell  Holler 

Project  Compliance  Reviewer 
(360)  586-3533 
russell.holter@dahp.wa,gov 
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November  26, 2013 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 

2261  Hughes  Ave.,  Ste.  155 

JBSA  Lackland,  TX  78236-9853 


Re:  Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians*  Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

for  the  KC'46A  Formal  Training  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  Beddown 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds; 

On  behalf  of  the  Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians  (“Tribe”),  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (“DEIS”)  for  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit 
(“FTU”)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (“MOB  1”)  Beddown.  The  Tribe  fully  supports  the  siting 
of  the  FTU  and  MOB  I  at  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  (“FAFB”)  in  Washington  State.  The  following 
comments  address  cultural  and  historic  resource  and  land  compatibility  issues  relative  to  FAFB  that 
were  raised  in  the  DEIS. 

FAFB:  Cultural  Resource  Issues 

The  Tribe  has  deep  historical  connections  to  the  land  upon  which  FAFB  lies.  FAFB  sits  within  the 
geographic  core  of  the  Tribe’s  federally-adjudicated  exclusive  aboriginal  territory.  *  Moreover, 
FAFB  is  located  within  four  miles  of  the  site  of  the  September  1,  1858  “Battle  of  Four  Lakes” 
between  the  U.S.  Army  and  the  Spokane  and  allied  tribes.  The  September  5,  1858  Battle  of 
Spokane  Plains  raged  across  FAFB.  Finally,  there  are  over  sixty  documented  sites  of  historic, 
archaeological,  cultural  or  spiritual  significance  to  the  Spokane  Tribe  within  a  seven-mile  radius  of 
FAFB.2 

Given  the  Tribe’s  well-documented  connection  to  this  area,  federal  and  state  agencies  contact  the 
Spokane  Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (“THPO”)  when  fulfilling  their  duties  under  National 
Historic  Preser\ation  Act.  1 6  U.S.C.  470  et  seq.  (“NHPA”),  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection 
and  Repatriation  Act,  25  U.S.C  3001  ef  seq.  (“NAGPRA“),  the  Archaeological  Resources 
Protection  Act,  17  U.S.C.  §  470  et  seq..  and  similar  Washington  State  laws  (RCW  658.60;  RCW 
27.34, 27.44.  27.53).  The  Spokane  THPO  works  closely  with  the  Washington  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  (“SHPO")  to  maintain  records  of  all  NHPA,  NAGPRA  and  state  law  mandated 
documentation  of  sites  of  historic,  archeological  or  cultural  significance  within  the  Tribe’s  ICC- 
adjudicated  territory.  If  FAFB  is  selected,  please  be  advised  that  the  Tribe  stands  ready  to  assist  the 

'  Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians  v.  United  Stales,  Indian  Claims  Commission  Docket  No.  331. 

^  The  Tribe  has  selected  a  seven-mile  radius  for  illustrative  purposes  only.  In  fact,  increasing  the  radius  by  two  miles 
radically  increases  the  number  of  historic,  archaeological  and  cultural  sites  due  to  the  location  of  the  large  number 
permanent  village  and  fishing  sites  at  Spokane  Falls  (in  the  heart  of  present  day  Downtown  Spokane). 

1 


Final 


A.7-113 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.3.4  Fairchild  AFB  Draft  EIS  Comments  ( Continued) 


F  015  D  T  F  015  D  T 


Air  Force  in  meeting  its  NHPA  Section  1 06  obligations  during  the  construction  and  operation 
phases  of  the  project. 

FAFB:  Land  Use  Compatibility 

The  Tribe  also  enjoys  modem  connections  to  the  vicinity  of  FAFB.  In  2001,  the  United  States  took 
legal  ownership  of  the  “West  Plains  Property’’  in  trust  for  the  Tribe.  The  West  Plains  Property  is 
located  approximately  two  miles  from  FAFB.  northwest  of  the  intersection  of  Craig  Road  and  U.S. 
Highway  2.  The  Tribe  exercises  governmental  Jurisdiction  over  this  145-acre  “trust”  parcel 
consistent  with  federal  law.  Since  2007,  the  Tribe  has  operated  its  “SPOKO”  retail  ftiel  and 
convenience  store  on  this  145-acre  parcel. 

To  further  its  goal  of  achieving  self-sufficiency,  the  Tribe  is  plarining  a  mixed-use  development 
(referred  to  herein  as  the  “Project”  or  the  “Spokane  Tribe  Economic  Project”  or  “STEP”)  on  the 
West  Plains  Property.  On  February  24, 2006  the  Tribe  submitted  a  request  to  the  BIA  Northwest 
Regional  Office  requesting  the  Secretary  to  engage  in  a  Two-Part  Determination  pursuant  to  Section 
20  of  the  Indian  Gaming  Regulatory  Act  (“IGRA")  (25  U.S.C.  §2719)  that  would  allow  the  Tribe  to 
conduct  Class  II  and  Class  III  Gaming  on  the  Project  Site.  See  STOI  Resolution  No.  2006-171  dated 
February  2, 2006. 

Because  the  project  site  is  near  FAFB,  the  Tribe  reached  out  early  to  Base  Command  to  ensure  that 
STEP  will  not  adversely  affect  FAFB  Operations.  Those  efforts  included  the  Tribe’s  participation 
in  a  Joint  Land  Use  Study  (“JLUS”)  commissioned  by  the  Spokane  County  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  and  funded  by  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  Department  of  Defense  defines  a 
JLUS  as  an  “Analytical  planning  study  of  civilian  development  patterns  and  land  use  activities  in 
the  vicinity  of  a  military  installation  that  result  in  recommendations  for  instituting  compatible 
civilian  land  use  activities  and  development  patterns  that  protect  and  pre.serve  the  utility  and  the 
operational  effectiveness  of  military  installations.”^  Spokane  County  prepared  the  JLUS  in 
collaboration  with  FAFB,  Spokane  International  Airport,  local  jurisdictions,  and  representatives 
from  the  Spokane  Tribe  and  Kalispel  Tribe. 

The  Tribe  enacted  the  West  Plains  Development  Code  (attached),  in  order  to  implement  JLUS 
recommendations  on  the  West  Plains  Property.  Consistent  with  the  JLUS  recommendations,  the 
West  Plains  Development  Code  imposes  restrictions  and  requirements  for  STEP,  including  building 
heights,  density,  sound  attenuation,  wildlife  attractants,  light  and  glare.  The  West  Plains 
Development  Code  also  incorporates  mitigation  requirements  set  forth  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  prepared  for  STEP  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  pursuant  to  Department  of  Interior 
regulations  set  forth  at  25  CFR  Part  292  (“STEP  EIS").  As  stated  in  the  Final  STEP  EIS,  at  the 
invitation  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (“BIA”),  the  US  AF  participated  in  the  NEPA  process  as  a 
cooperating  agency.  The  BIA  thoroughly  considered  USAF  official  comments,  provided  on  the 
Draft  STEP  EIS  and  the  Preliminary  Final  STEP  EIS,  and  in  many  instances  changes  were  made  to 
the  Final  STEP  EIS  as  a  result  of  USAF  comments.  BIA  representatives  coordinated  directly  with 
USAF  representatives  to  ensure  that  any  concerns  raised  in  the  comments  were  satisfactorily 
addressed.  Importantly,  the  Tribe’s  West  Plains  Development  Code  also  incorporates  mitigation 


measures  recommended  within  the  Final  STEP  EIS  to  ensure  that  the  construction  and  operation  of 
STEP  is  consistent  with  FAFB  operations.'* 

The  DEIS  mentions  that  the  City  of  Airway  Heights,  the  City  of  Spokane,  the  City  of  Medical  Lake, 
and  Spokane  have  implemented  JLUS  recommendations  through  the  enactment  of  land  use 
regulations.  The  Tribe  respectfully  requests  that  the  Final  EIS  for  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit 
and  First  Main  Operating  Base  Beddown  similarly  mention  the  Tribe’s  implementation  of  JLUS 
recommendations  through  the  enactment  of  the  Tribe  West  Plains  Development  Code. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DEIS. 


Sincerely, 


Rudy  j\  Peone,  Chairman 
Spokane  Tribal  Council 


Attachment 


*  Department  of  Defense.  2004.  Department  of  Defense  Instruction  Number  3030.3,  Joint  Land  Use  Study  Proaram.  ^  The  Final  STEP  EIS  can  be  found  at  www  westnlainvis  rom 

Dated  July  13,2004.  - 
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ATTACHMENT 
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RESOLUTION 
Spokane  Tribal  Resolution  2013-221 

ENACTING  SPOKANE  TRIBE  LAW  AND  ORDER  CODE  CHAPTER  ^8,  ENTITLED  “LAND 
USE  AND  DEVELOPMENT:  WEST  PLAINS  PROPERTY” 

WHEREAS,  the  Spokane  Tribal  Business  Council  is  the  duly  con-stituled  governing  body  of  the  Spokane 
Tribe  of  Indians  by  authority  of  the  Constitution  of  the  Spokane  Tribe:  and 

WHEREAS,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  Spokane  Tribe,  the  Spokane  Business  Council  is  charged  with 
the  duty  of  protecting  the  general  welfare  of  the  Spokane  Tribe  and  all  Reservation  residents;  and 

WHEREAS,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  Spokane  Tribe,  the  Spokane  Business  Council  is  charged  with 
administering  the  affairs  and  assets  of  the  Spokane  Tribe  including  Tribal  lands  and  is  charged  with  the 
duty  of  negotiating  with  and  representing  die  Spokane  Tribe  before  federal,  state  and  local  governments 
and  their  departments  and  agencies:  and 

WHEREAS,  Anicic  VIU(aJ  of  the  Constitution  of  the  Spokane  Tribe  authorizes  the  Spokane  Business 
Council  to  legislate  and  enforce  a  comprehensive  Law  and  Order  Code  extending  Tribal  civil  and 
criminal  jurisdiction  over  all  persons  residing  or  coming  upon  the  Reservation  and  over  all  land  and  water 
areas  over  which  the  Tribe  has  jurisdiction:  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Tribe  exercises  jurisdiction  over  the  "West  Plains  Property'*  -  an  approximately  145  acre 
parcel  ot  land  located  within  the  City  of  Airways  Heights,  Washington,  that  is  owned  by  the  United  States 
in  trust  for  benefit  of  the  Tribe;  and 


WHEREAS,  the  West  Plains  Property  is  located  near  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base.  ("FAFB**).  which  is  a 
critical  pan  of  our  regional  community  and  economy;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Tribe  has  a  longstanding  and  demonstrated  commitment  to  maintaining  continued 
operations  at  FAFB:  and 

WHEREAS,  consistent  with  the  2009  Joint  Land  Use  Study  (JLUS)  for  the  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base 
(FAFB).  the  Tribe  seeks  to  regulate  development  and  land  use  activities  on  the  West  Plains  Property  in 
order  to;  reduce  the  potential  for  aviation  hazards:  prevent  incompatible  uses;  optimize  the  potential 
mission  profile,  and:  protect  the  health  and  safety  of  persons  present  upon  the  Tribe's  West  Plains 
Property:  and 


WHEREAS,  the  Tribal  Council  determines  that  the  proposed  "Land  Use  and  Development:  West  Plains 
Property**  achieves  the  goals  and  implements  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  the  2009  JLUS;  and 

NOW,  THEREFOR,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Spokane  Tribal  Business  Council  hereby  enacts  the 
following  Code,  entitled  "Land  Use  and  Development:  West  Plains  Property."  which  shall  be  codified  as 
Chapter  48  of  the  Spokane  Law  and  Order  Code: 
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Chapter  48  -  LAND  USE  AND  DEVELOPMENT:  WEST  PLAINS  PROPERTY 
Section  48-1  Findings,  Purpose  and  Applicabilit>’ 

48-J-Ol  Applicability. 
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(k)  “Record  of  Decision”  means  the  document  that  records  the  decision  of  the  United  Slates 
Department  of  the  Interior  concerning  the  Tribe's  proposed  construction  of  a  casino  and  mixed-use 
development  project  on  the  West  Plains  Property. 


fa)  This  Chapter  provides  land  use  standards  and  limitations  on  development  for  the  Spokane 
Tribe  s  west  Plains  Property.  ^ 


<b)  This  Chapter  shall  lake  effect  upon  a  favorable  detcnnination  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Department  oflhe  Interior  for  the  West  Plains  Property  pureuant  to  25  U.S.C  §2719(b)fIhA)  and 
concurrence  by  the  Governor  of  the  Slate  of  Washington. 


48-1.02  Purpose 


(I)  “Spokane  Tribal  Lands”  means; 

( 1 )  All  land  within  the  limits  of  the  Spokane  Indian  Reservation. 

notwithstanding  the  issuance  of  any  patent,  including  rights  of  way  running  through 

the  Reservation;  and 

(2)  All  Indian  allotments  or  other  lands  held  in  trust  for  a  Spokane  Tribal 

Member  or  the  Tribe,  including  rights  of  way  running  through  the  same. 


The  purpose  of  this  Chapter  is  to  implement  the  2009  Joint  Land  Use  Study  (JLUS)  for  the  Fairchild  Air 
Force  Base  (FAFB)  by  reducing  the  potential  for  aviation  hazards,  preventing  incompatible  uses 
opumrzing  the  potential  mission  profile,  and  proiecling  the  health  and  safety  of  persons  present  upon  the 
I  ribe  s  West  Plains  Property.  ” 


(m)  “Spokane  Reservation”  or  “Reservalion’’  means  the  area  recognized  as  the  Spokane  Indian 
Reservation  by  the  United  Slates  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(n)  “State”  means  the  State  of  Washington. 


Section  48-2  Definitions 


(o)  ‘Tribal  Council”  means  the  Spokane  Tribal  Business  Council. 


48-2.01  Definitions. 


(p)  “Tribe”  or  "Tribal”  means  or  refers  to  the  Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians. 


The  following  terms,  whenever  used  or  referred  to  in  this  Chapter,  shall  have  the  following  mcaninas 
unless  a  different  meaning  clearly  appears  from  the  context: 

(a)  “City”  means  the  City  of  Airway  Heights. 

(b)  ■•Chapter-  means  this  West  Plains  Property  Development  Code  as  enacted  and  amended  by  the 

Tnbal  Council.  ^ 

(c)  “County”  means  Spokane  County, 

(d)  “Department”  means  the  Spokane  Tribal  Planning  Department. 

(e)  "Director”  means  the  Director  of  the  Spokane  Tribal  Planning  Department 

“FEIS-  means  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians  West 
Plmns  Casino  and  Mixed  Use  Development  Project,  for  which  a  "Notice  of  Availability"  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  February  1 . 2013. 

(B)  “High  Intensity  Uses”  means  uses  that  result  in  a  density  in  excess  of  1 50  persons  per  gross  acre, 

(h)  “JLUS”  means  the  2009  Joint  Und-Use  Study  for  Fairchild  Air  force  Base. 

(i)  “NEPA”  means  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  42  U.S.C.  §  4321  ef  .teq. 

0)  Person  means  any  natural  individual,  company,  partnership,  firm.  joint  venture 

association,  corporation,  estate,  trust,  political  entity  or  other  identifiable  entity'. 


(q)  "West  Plains”  or  “West  Plains  Property”  means  the  approximately  1 45-acre  parcel  of  land 
owTied  by  the  United  Slates,  in  trust  for  the  Tribe,  situated  within  the  boundaries  of  the  City  of  Airway 
Heights,  Washington,  and  more  particularly  described  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Southeast  2'/4i  of  Section  22,  Township  25  North.  Range  41  East, 

W.M.  in  Spokane  County,  Washington  EXCEPT  that  portion  conveyed  to  the 

Slate  of  Washington  by  deed  dated  June  19, 1929  recorded  under  Recording  No.  997235 

and  dated  July  25.  1 942  recorded  under  Recording  No.  5571 82 A;  ALSO  except  that 

portion  conveyed  to  Spokane  County  for  Craig  Road  by  deed  recoi-ded  June  7. 

1906  under  Recording  No.  146192;  ALSO  except  the  east  83*0  feel  oflhe  South 

497.5  feet  of  the  Southeast  'A  of  said  Section  22.  containing  1 45  acres, 
more  or  less. 

Section  48-3  Acknowledgement  and  Acceptance  of  Current  and  Future  FAFB  Operations 

48-3-01  FAFB  Flight  Operations 

(a)  rhe  Tribe  acknowledges  that  the  West  Plains  Property  is  located  in  an  area  impacted  bv 
aircraft  noise  and  that  present  and  future  aircraft  noise  may  interfere  with  the  unrestricted  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  project  site.  The  Tribe  further  acknowledges  that  aircraft  noise  may  change  over 
time  by  virtue  of  greater  numbers  of  aircraft,  louder  aircraft,  variations  in  airfield  operations,  and 
changes  in  airfield  and  air  traffic  control  procedures. 

(b)  The  Tribe  shall  discharge  Fairchild  AFB  from  any  liability  for  injuries  to  persons  or  damages  to 
the  West  Plains  Property  by  reason  of  noise,  vibrations,  odors,  vapors,  exhaust,  smoke,  dust  or  other 
effects  that  may  be  inherent  in  the  operation  of  aircraft,  caused  or  created  by  the  flight  or  passage 
of  aircraft  in  or  through  the  airspace  above  the  West  Plains  Properly.  This  section  shall  not  preclude 
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the  claims  for  any  physical  injuries  or  damages 
coming  inlo  direct  contact  with  the  persons  located 


caused  by  aircraft  crashing 
on  ihc  West  Plains  Property. 
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into  or  otherwise 


(c)  The  Tribe  shall  not  request  Fairchild  AFB  alter 
Plains  Property. 


its  flight  activities  in  relation 


to  the  West 


W  The  Tribe  acknowledges  that  Fairchild  AFB  will  not  change  cutrent  or  future  flieht  one™,in„ 


480.02 


Information  to  Employees,  the  Public  and  !  pwpc 
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48_-6.02  Sound  Attenuation 

(a)  All  buildings  within  the  project  site  shall  be  constructed  to  the  follotving  standards: 

( 1 )  All  exterior  walls  and  roof/ceiling  assemblies  shall  be  constructed  to 
achieve  an  interior  noise  level  of  45  dB  Ldn. 

(b)  Requirements  Specific  to  Hotel 

(2)  To  ensure  an  interior  noise  level  of  45  dB  Ldn  is  met  any  hotel  shall 
be  constructed  with  sound  reduction  materials  with  a  Sound 
Transmission  Class  (STC)  rating  of  39  and  exterior  doors  and 

windows  with  a  STC  rating  of  25. 


Section  48-7  Prevention  of  Wildlife  Atfractants 


(b)  Any  lease  agreements  for  comraercial/retail 
aircraft  operations  in  the  site  vicinity, 


uses  shall  acknowledge  the 


potential  for  military 


Section  48-4  Height  Restrictions 

Height  Restriciinqs 


48-7.01  Standing  WAiF»r 

fa)  Bio  filtration  swales.  Any  bio  filtration  swales  must  be: 

( 1 )  Designed  to  drain  within  48  hours; 

(2)  Covered  with  man-made  or  vegetate  cover/netting  designed  to  deter 
waterfowl. 


(a)  No  Slruclurc  shall  exceed  Federal  Avialioi,  Administration  (“FAA'Tlandinu  tmHM.  t 

^rihfFAAToI"756ri'  “'“8  “f  F^FB.  as  demonstrated  by  compi  Jee^" 

with  the  FAA  Form  7560- 1  review  process,  including  documentation  lhat  the  review  orocess  is 
complete  and  the  FAA  has  no  objections  to  the  proposed  developmenf  ^ 

Section  48-5  Density  Restrictions 
Hkh  intensity  Uses  ProhihitPH 

High  Intensity  uses  are  prohibited  on  the  West  Plains  Property. 


fb)  Drainage  features. 

(1 )  Drainage  features  must  be  designed  to  prevent  open  water. 

Consultation  with  Fairehild  APR 

(a)  During  the  design  phase.  Fairchild  AFB  shall  be  consulted  to  ensure  lhat  anv  new  drainage 

features  do  not  attract  birds.  *  u^^uramage 

Section  48-8  Light  and  Glare 


48-5.02 


Calculation  of  Densiiy 


*=  maximum  occupancy  of  persons  per  gross  acre  Gross  acreage 
Section  48-6  Sound  Atlenualion 


48-8.01  Light  and  Glap;. 

Regarding  light  and  glare,  the  following  restrictions  shall  apply: 

W  P|a«mam  of  lights  in  buildings  shall  be  designed  in  acconiance  with  Unified  Facilities 

oS^  3-530-01,  Interior.  Exterior  Lighting  and  Controls  so  as  not  to  cast  light  or  glare 


48-6.01  Sound  Conioiirs 

^c  soun^contours  depicted  on  the  2009  Fairohild  JLUS  Boundaty  Map  shall  be  utilized  in  implementing 


(b)  No  strobe  lights,  spot  lights,  or  flood  lights  shall  be  used 
the  use  of  equipment  by  emergency,  fire  and  law  enforcemeni 
official  duties). 


within  the  project  site  (except  for 
personnel  in  the  performance  of  iheir 
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(c)  Shielding,  such  as  with  a  horizontal  sliroud.  shall  be  used  in  accordance  with 
for  all  outdoor  light  so  as  to  ensure  it  is  downcast. 


Timers  shall  be  utilized  in  accordance  with  UFC  3-530-01  to  limit  lighting  in 
areas  and  governmental  facilities  after  regular  business  hours  to  reduce  liaht-relatei 


(d) 
arei 

sensitive  receptors, 

(e)  AJl  exterior  glass  shall  be  non-refleclivc.  lovv'-glare  glass. 


•^8-8.03  Consultation  with  FAFR 

During  the  design  phase.  Fairchild  AFB  shall  be  consulted  to  develop  a  lighting  plan  that  is  compatible 
witn  Arn  operations. 

Section  48-9  Permitfed  Land  Uses 

^8-9.01  PermiUed  Land  L'ses. 

f 'his  Code  and  the  Record  of  Decision,  the  following  land  uses  are  permitted 
on  tta  Wen  Plains  Properly  (unless  otherwise  indicated,  all  designations  eonespond  with  the  Standard 
Land  Use  Coding  Manual): 

(a)  Transportation,  Communication  and  Utilities. 


F_015_D_T 

UFC  3-530-01 

(4) 

Retail  trade  -  food; 

(5) 

Retail  trade  -  automotive,  marine  craft,  aircraft  and  accessories; 

commercial 
impacts  to  nearby 

(6) 

Retail  trade  -  apparel  and  accessories; 

(7) 

Retail  trade  -  furniture,  home,  furnishings  and  equipment: 

(SJ 

Retail  trade  -  eating  and  drinking  establishments:  and 

(9) 

Retail  trade  -  other  retail  trade. 

(c)  Services 

(b) 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

<4) 

(5) 

(6) 
(7) 
Trade 
(1) 

(2) 

(3) 


Railroad,  rapid  rail  transit,  and  street  railway  transportation: 
Motor  vehicle  transportation: 

J  lighway  and  street  right-of-way; 

Automobile  parking; 

Communication: 

Utilities:  and 

Other  transportation,  communication  and  utilities. 

Wholesale  trade; 

Retail  trade  -  building  materials,  hardware  and  farm  equipment; 

Retail  trade  -  including  shopping  centers,  discount  clubs,  home 
improvement  stores,  electronics  superstores,  etc.; 


(d) 


( 1 )  Finance,  insurance  and  real  estate  services: 

(2)  Personal  services; 

(3)  Business  services; 

(4 )  Warehousing  and  Storage; 

(5)  Repair  services; 

(6)  Professional  services; 

(7)  Hospitals  (CUP); 

(8)  Other  medical  facilities  (CUP); 

(9)  (jovemment  services; 

(10)  Educational  ser\'ices  (CUP); 

on  Childcare  services,  child  development  centers,  and  nurseries  (CUP); 

(12)  Religious  Activities  (CUP). 

Cultural,  Entertainment  and  Recreational 

(1)  Cultural  Activities  (CUP); 

(2)  Churches  (CUP); 

(3)  Nature  Exhibits; 

(4)  Public  Assembly  (CUP); 

(5)  Auditoriums,  concert  halls  (CUP); 
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(6)  Outdoor  music  shells,  amphitheaters  (CUP); 

(7)  Recreattonal  activities  ( including  golf  courses,  riding  stables  water 

rccreatjonv  anH  ^  ’  ' 


(b)  site  development  plan  shall  be  provided  with  any  apDlication  r  a  -  , 

use  peimiu  which  shall  include  but  not  be  limited  to  a  7  application  for  a  conditional 

site  development,  specific  placemenr  “r„M  ■Ja^npt.on  and  illustration  of 

other  site  alterations  for  the  development.  “•''"'Pf^ements  and 


(8)  Casino/gaming  (no  SLUCM  number)  (CUP). 

Section  48-10 
Additional  Conditions 


48-10.01 
of  Decision. 


Condilions.  Restrictions  and  MitioanV»n 

feIs  — 


Measures  Set 


forth  in  the 


Record 


this  Chapter. 


0 )  The  information  shall  include  sufficient  detail  to  allow  the 
Department  to  determine  that  the  proposal  is  compatible  with  the 


requircmenis  of 


consistency  with  this  Chapter  and  compatibility  with  FAFB 
shall  not  be  limited  to  the  following: 


to  assure 

w’hich  may  address  but 


requirements  set  forth  in  a  R^ord  of  I^ctsion  approving  theTribfT27"l9(bT)^ArA^^^^^^^^ 

®  2719(bKIXA)  Application,  the  more  restrictive  requirement  shall  control. 


Section  48-1 1 

Review  of  Permitted  Uses;  Conditional  Use  Permits 


(1)  Establishment  of  Buffers: 

(2)  Site  specific  building  placement  and  enclosures; 

(3)  Vegetation  removal  and  limitations  on  vegetation  heights; 
(41  Location  and  installation  of  utilities; 

(5)  Post  development  management  and  operations: 


Review  oLPermitied 


(6)  Structural  design: 


(a)  An  application  must  be  submitted,  and  a  permit  granted,  for  any  proposed 
thU  Chaper°'‘’“""’'"‘  “mpliance  with  applicable 


development, 
requirements  of 


II  lu  iMCluae 


c)  The  Department  may  require  a  detailed  site  development  plan  t 

hmiled  to  a  written  description  and  illustration  of  site 

placement  of  all  site  improvements  height  of  davelopment,  specific 

altcmtions  for  the  developmer  tmprovements  and  other  site 


(7)  Structural  height,  location  and  orientation; 

(8)  Light  and  glare  suppression; 

(9)  Birdlife  suppression; 

(10)  Air  emissions  abatement; 

( M )  Limitations  on  communication  equipmenu 


this  Chapter. 


(1)  The  information  shall  include  sufficient  detail  to  allow  the 
Department  to  determine  that  the  proposal  is  compatible  with  the 


(d)  Upon  reviewing  an  application,  the  Department  shall  either  grant  or  deny 


requirements  of 
the  requested 


bO;  Conditional  Use  Permits  t“ri  IP") 

J^uired'"’'’"““"'  ““  ‘R^veiopment  for  which  a  conditional  use  permit  is 


(12)  Sound  attenuation;  and 


(13)  Other  reasonable  conditions 
purpose  and  intent  of  this  Chapter. 


or  safeguards  that  will  uphold  the 


(d)  The  Director  shall  seek 


Commander  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)(l  3)  above. 


comment  and  recommendations  from  the  FAFB 


Installation 


(e)  Upon  reviewing  an  application  for  a  conditional 
deny  the  requested  permit. 


use  permit,  the  Director  shall 


cither  grant  or 
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2^'  if"' Anil  Coundl  on  tho  30“ 


air4nai 


Spokane  Tribal  Business  Council 


Yes 

No 
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X 
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X 
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RFPUBliCAN  CONfERENCT 
CHAlFI 


OCPUTYWHIP 


E  NE  nOV  AND  COMM^  RiU 
Soiii  •  MMini .  ftN  Mr  ■>  r-i 


Consrrss  ot  tijf  Unitcb  States 

iboiist  o(  j&r|)rteriUntibts 

December  4,  2013 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
AFCEC  CZN 

226!  Hughes  Avenue.  Suite  155 
Lackland,  TX  78236-9853 


F  016  D  A 


GAnruin 

Sl^.-ANI 


WA'-aWAli* 


Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

As  Eastern  Washington’s  representative  in  Congress,  I  v/ant  to  express  my  support  for  basing  the 
Air  Force's  new  KC-46A  aerial  refueling  tankers  at  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  in  Spokane, 
Washington. 


1  believe  Fairchild's  strategic  location,  combined  with  its  core  strengths  in  capacity  and  the  well- 
established  association  between  the  Air  Force's  92"**  Air  Refueling  Wing  and  the  Air  National 
Guard's  !41*‘  Air  Refueling  Wing,  make  it  an  ideal  home  for  the  new  KC-46A  tankers. 
Additionally,  the  Spokane  community  has  demonstrated  strong  support  for  Fairchild  and  is 
actively  taking  steps  to  ensure  that  Fairchild’s  mission  can  continue  for  years  to  come. 

A  vibrant  and  active  base,  Fairchild  is  vital  to  our  nation's  aerial  refueling  clTort  and  to  achieving 
global-level  reach  for  the  Air  Force.  I’he  only  base  west  of  the  Rocky  Mountains  to  be 
considered  for  the  first  Main  Operating  Base  for  the  KC-46A  refueling  tankers,  Fairchild  serves 
as  a  gateway  to  the  Pacific  Rim.  As  such,  with  the  Department  of  Defense  rebalancing  towards 
the  Asia-Pacific  region,  Fairchild  is  the  best  positioned  candidate  base  to  support  the  spectrum  of 
bilateral  and  multilateral  training  exercises,  as  well  as  possible  contingency  operations,  in  U.S. 
Pacific  Command’s  area  of  responsibility. 

Possessing  much  of  the  needed  capacity  to  accommodate  the  new  KC-46A  tanker,  the  Air  Force 
continues  to  recognize  Fairchild’s  strategic  value  with  a  sustained  campaign  of  infrastructure 
investments  totaling  more  than  $400  million  in  the  last  several  decades.  These  investments 
include  an  improved  1 4.000  foot  runway,  a  new,  state-of-the-art  fitness  center,  and  updated 
SERE  facilities,  Additionally,  a  new  wing  command  headquarters  designed  to  better  integrate 
Fairchild’s  active-duty  Airmen  and  Air  National  Guardsmen  is  currently  under  construction, 

Over  time,  the  aviation  missions  at  Fairchild  have  been  complemented  by  the  development  of  the 
Air  Force  Survival  School,  the  Joint  Personnel  Recovery  Center,  and  most  recently,  a  unique 
association  between  the  Air  Force's  92nd  Air  Refueling  Wing  and  the  Washington  State  Air 
National  Guard’s  141st  Air  Refueling  Wing. 

As  an  Air  National  Guard  Wing,  the  I4lst  Air  Refueling  Wing  has  dual  missions.  First,  through 
the  Washington  Adjutant  General,  this  wing  has  a  state  mission  to  provide  protection  to  life  and 
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property  and  preserve  peace.  Second,  the  Air  National  Guard  Wing  has  a  federal  mission  to  train, 
equip,  and  deploy  forces  to  locations  worldwide  in  support  of  specific  contingency  operations. 

The  association  between  the  92nd  and  14 1st  Air  Refueling  Wings  marries  the  best  the  active 
duty  and  reserve  components  have  to  otTer,  providing  world  leadership  in  aerial  retueling,  airlift 
and  aeromedical  evacuation  capabilities  while  fostering  innovation  and  efficiency  in  operation. 
Additionally,  Fairchild,  as  a  base  with  a  thoroughly  developed,  high-performing  association 
between  the  Air  Force  and  the  Air  National  Guard,  is  the  model  for  the  entire  Air  Mobility 
Command. 

The  important  community  support  that  Fairchild  established  in  1942  when  the  City  of  Spokane 
and  local  residents  donated  land  for  the  base  is  alive  today  -  with  the  community  continuing  to 
protect  its  servicemembers  via  the  Joint  Land  Use  Study  and  the  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base 
Protection  and  Community  Empowerment  Project  which  seeks  to  permanently  reduce  the 
residential  density  in  Fairchild's  Accident  Potential  Zone  11. 

With  its  strategic  location  and  ability  to  support  the  Pacific  rebalance,  investments  in 
infrastructure,  unparalleled  classic  association  of  the  92"'^  Air  Refueling  Wing  and  141*’  Air 
Refueling  Wing,  and  strong  community  support,  I  believe  Fairchild  is  an  ideal  home  for  the  new 
KC-46A  aerial  refueling  tankers. 


Member  of  Congress 


© 

u  s.  OaDOftment 
of  Tronsporiatlon 
Federal  Aviation 
Administration 


NOV  1 9  2013 

J.  Dale  Clark 

Chief.  Air  Force  NEPA  Center 
2261  Uugho.s  Avenue,  Suite  155 
.IBSA  Lackland.  TX  782.^6-9853 

Dear  Mr.  Clark: 

I  hank  you  for  your  September  26  letter  referencing  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  KC-46A  Formal  I  raining  Unit  (I  TU)  and  l  irsl  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  1 )  Beddown, 

1  he  Federal  Aviation  .-Ndministration  (F.AA)  Airspaee  Services  (AJV-1 )  has  reviewed  the 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  I  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  determined  that  the 
Icderal  action  described  within  the  doeumenl  does  not  in\oK’eehanges  in  airspace  or 
involve  FAa\  action  regarding  airspace  management.  As  such.  AJV-I  has  no  comment 

AJV-1  has  forwarded  the  link  Ui  the  IdS  website  (http;'/www.ke-46a- 
beddown. com/index. aspx)  whieh  contains  electronic  copies  of  the  doeuincnt  to 
the  appropriate  Air  Iraftlc  Organization  Sen  ice  Centers  for  their  review.  All  comments 
will  he  provided  elecironicalK  through  the  I-.IS  website  before  the  public  comment  period 
ends  on  December  9. 2012. 

Thank  you  for  providing  this  document  to  A.I V- 1  and  we  ItKik  forward  to  working  w  iih 
all  of  our  Department  of  Defense  partners  in  managing  the  National  Airspace  System. 

Sincerely. 

i3ennis  E.  Roberts 
Director.  Airspace  Services 
Air  fraffic  Organization 
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Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
USAK  AFCEC/C/.N 
2261  Hughes  Avenue.  Suite  155 
JBSA  Lackland  AFB.  TX  78236-9853 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force's  draft  F.nvironmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  KC-46A  Formal 
Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  (CEQ  No.  20130301). 

The  draft  EIS  addressed  the  potential  environmental  effects  of  establishing  a  KC-46A  FTU  to 
train  crew  and  support  personnel  to  operate  the  KC-46A  aircraft  and  the  MOB  I  to  provide  a  combat 
operational  KC-46A  aerial  refueling  force.  The  KC-46A  aerial  refueling  aircraft  will  replace  a  portion  of 
the  aging  lleet  of  KC-135  Slratoiankers.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  identified  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  as  the 
preferred  alternative  for  the  FTU  scenario  and  McConnell  AFB  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  I 
scenario.  Alius  AFB  includes  the  beddown  of  one  TfU  squadron  by  Air  Education  and  Training 
Command  with  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft.  McConnel  AFB  would  be  the  beddown  of  three  squadrons 
by  the  Air  Mobility  Command  with  36  KC-46A  aircraft. 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  EIS  provides  an  adequate  discussion  of  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  and  we  have  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impacts  requiring  substantive  changes. 
EPA  has  rated  the  draft  U  IS  as  LO  -  -‘Lack  of  Objections.”  A  summary  of  EPA's  rating  is  enclosed. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  EIS.  The  stalT  contact  for  the  review  isCandi 
Schaedie  and  she  can  be  reached  at 


Enclosure 


AdJim  tunir  'amwocm  g'-' 

Reevt|fi(VR«vel»ble -Primes  .'.im  VMjHAnt*  Oil  BAMHini-inn  lOO'*  i  . .  Ptn*' 
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SUMMARY  OF  R.VI  IN(;  DEFIM  I  IONS  AND  FOLLOW  UP  ACTION* 

Kiiviruiiirienlal  lnip»r(  of  the  .\ctioii 
LO-Lack  ofObieotions 

The  EPA  review  has  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impacts  requiring  siibaianuve  changes  lo  the 
propo>al  file  review  may  have  disclosed  opportuniiies  for  application  of  niiiigniiun  measures  ihni  could  be 
accomplished  wiih  no  more  than  minor  changes  to  the  proposal 

ilC-Envirunmcnlal  Ccincenis 

I  he  EPA  review  lia.s  identified  cnviroiunenlal  imp.ncls  that  should  he  avoided  in  order  lo  fully  protect  the 
eiivitonmenl.  Corrective  measures  may  require  changes  to  the  preferred  altrmative  or  application  of  miiigalion 
measuics  ihai  can  reduce  the  cnviroiimcniol  impacu  EPA  would  like  to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  ihcse 
impacts 

The  l-l'A  review  has  identified  significant  environmeniai  unpacts  that  must  be  avoided  in  order  to  provide  adequate 
pioiectioii  for  the  environment  Corrective  measures  may  require  iubstaniiai  changes  to  the  preferred  nlleinativc  or 
consideration  of  some  other  project  allenialive  (including  the  no  action  aliemalive  or  a  new  alternative)  I.FA 
intends  lo  work  with  the  lead  agency  u,>  reduce  these  impacts 

EU-Environineiitallv  Unsatisfactory 

Ihe  EI’A  review  has  ideniificd  adveisc  environmental  impacts  th.il  are  of  sufficicnl  magnitude  dial  lliey  air 
uii.saiisfacioi'y  fiom  the  slandpoim  of  public  health  oi  wclf.’iic  or  enviionmenial  quality  EPA  intends  lo  woik  with 
ilie  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts.  If  the  potential  unsatisfactory  impacts  are  not  corrected  at  the  final  EIS 
sate,  ihis  proposal  will  be  rccomntended  foi  referral  lo  the  CEO- 

.\di-(]UHcy  of  till’  Impiicl  Slntetnent 

CoteRorv  l-Adeouatc 

The  I-:PA  bclieve.s  the  drall  EIS  .adequately  sets  fortli  the  environmental  impatl(s)  ol  the  preferred  alterative  and 
those  of  the  uliemauvrs  reasonably  available  lo  the  project  or  action  No  further  analysis  or  data  collecting  i.s 
necessary,  but  the  reviewer  may  suggest  the  addition  of  clarifying  language  or  mtbmiation 

CaicEOrv  2-ln5uft'icieni  Infommiion 

1  he  draft  EIS  does  not  contain  sufficient  inlonnatiott  for  the  EPA  to  fully  assess  the  environmental  impacts  that 
should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the  enviromneni.  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  idcniificd  new  reasonably 
aviiiUnblc  alicrnalivcR  that  aie  within  the  .spectrum  of  alicrnaiives  analyicd  in  the  diafi  EIS,  which  .  ouKi  reduce  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  action,  The  identified  addilion.sl  mfomialion.  data,  analyses,  or  discussion  should  he 
included  in  the  final  LIS 

UBiceorv  3- 1  nadcciuate 

LPA  does  not  behe\e  that  the  draft  EIS  adequately  assesses  pmetmally  significant  cnvironnicninl  impacts  of  the 
aciion.  or  the  F.PA  leviewei  lias  identined  new,  rcasoiiahly  available  alternatives  that  ,ire  oulsiilr  ol  the  spectrum  of 
allemalivcs  analyzed  in  the  diafi  EIS.  which  should  be  analyzed  m  older  lo  reduce  the  potentially  signilicaiii 
environmental  impacts,  EPA  believes  that  the  identified  additional  infonnalion,  data  analyses,  or  discussions  arc  of 
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1 

1 

BY  LT  COL  NATALIE  RICHARDSON:  Good  evening,  please 

2 

2 

take  your  seats,  and  if  you  have  a  cell  phone  or  other 

3 

3 

electronic  device,  please  silence  it  at  this  time,  some  of 

4 

4 

you  may  have  been  speaking  with  representatives  at  the 

5 

5 

display  boards.  Time  permitting,  those  representatives  will 

6 

IN  re: 

6 

be  available  on  a  break  or  after  the  hearing  to  continue  any 

7 

KC-46A  BEDDOWN  PUBLIC  COMMENT  HEARING 

7 

discussions . 

8 

8 

The  time  is  5:30  p.m.,  and  we  will  now  start  the 

9 

9 

hearing.  Thank  you  for  attending  this  public  hearing  for 

10 

10 

the  Draft  Environmental  impact  statement  or  Draft  Eis  for 

11 

11 

the  proposed  formal  training  unit  and  first  main  operating 

Beddown  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  I'm  Lieutenant 

12 

WEDNESDAY,  NOVEMBER  19,  2013,  5:30  p.m. 

12 

13 

Pages  1  to  38 

13 

colonel  Natalie  Richardson,  and  i  will  be  your  hearing 

14 

14 

officer  tonight.  I  am  a  judge  advocate  and  an  Airforce 

15 

15 

judge  and  will  be  acting  as  the  moderator  tonight.  As  the 

16 

16 

moderator,  my  role  is  to  ensure  the  Air  Force  provides  a 

17 

Jody  K.  Pope,  CCR/RPR 

17 

fair,  orderly  and  impartial  hearing,  where  you  have  the 

18 

STOREY  &  MILLER  COURT  REPORTER 

18 

opportunity  to  make  comments  on  the  proposal. 

19 

Professional  court  Reporters 

19 

I  do  not  work  for  anyone  at  Air  Mobility  Command,  the 

20 

601  W.  Riverside  Avenue,  suite  1950 

20 

Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center,  Air  Education  and  Training 

21 

Spokane,  Washington  99201 

21 

Command,  or  any  of  the  Air  Force  bases  under  consideration 

22 

C509)  455-6931  Fax  (509)  455-6994 

22 

for  the  proposed  action.  I  am  not  involved  in  any  way  with 

23 

E-mail :  schedulingQstoreyandmiller.com 

23 

the  development  of  this  draft  EIS,  and  I  do  not  act  as  a 

24 

Lie.  NO,  WA  3114 

24 

legal  advisor  to  the  Air  Force  representatives  working  on 

25 

1 

'-Tf~'PEY  ''  MILLEP  ^'~'UPT  PEP'~'PTEP'^ 

25 

thi s  proposal . 

2 

ot^PEY  MILLEP  '^'^UPT  PEP'^PTEP'^ 
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1 

This  hearing  is  held  in  the  accordance  with  the 

1 

present,  and  although  not  a  part  of  the  analysis  team,  they 

2 

provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  or  nepa, 

2 

have  provided  detailed  base  information  which  is  critical  to 

3 

as  implemented  by  the  council  on  Environmental  Quality 

3 

a  thorough  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  this  draft  Eis. 

4 

Regulations  and  the  Air  Force. 

4 

Lastly,  representatives  from  Leidos  are  here  supporting 

5 

we  are  here  tonight  to  present  information  on  the 

5 

the  Air  Force  as  the  contractor.  Transcribing  tonight's 

6 

environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  Beddown  and  to 

6 

hearing  is  Jody  Pope,  from  storey  &  Miller,  i  would  also 

7 

take  your  comments  on  the  draft  Eis.  Tonight's  hearing  is 

7 

like  to  recognize  the  following  individuals  present  this 

8 

one  of  several  opportunities  for  public  comment.  This 

8 

evening.  Mayor  of  Airway  Heights,  Pat  Rushing;  the  Eastern 

9 

hearing  is  an  opportunity  for  you  to  express  your  views  and 

9 

Washington  outreach  Director  for  senator  Maria  Cantwell, 

10 

concerns  about  the  adequacy  about  the  environmental  analysis 

10 

Tonya  Rearden;  the  Deputy  District  Director  for 

11 

contained  in  the  draft  Eis,  as  well  as  any  issues  related  to 

11 

congresswoman  Cathy  McMorris  Rodgers,  Louise  Fendrich;  and  a 

12 

the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  process. 

12 

representative  for  city  council  President  Ben  stuckart,  Adam 

13 

This  hearing  is  not  a  debate  or  a  vote  on  the  draft  Eis, 

13 

McDani el . 

14 

and  it  is  not  a  question  and  answer  session,  we  welcome 

14 

Thank  you  all  for  attending  this  evening,  colonel 

15 

your  input  on  the  environmental  analysis  presented  in  the 

15 

cargle  will  first  present  information  on  the  proposed  action 

16 

draft  EIS.  comments  about  other  unrelated  issues  can 

16 

and  the  alternatives,  then  Mrs.  Reynolds  will  provide  an 

17 

certainly  be  made,  but  they  will  not  assist  in  the  decision 

17 

overview  of  the  nepa  process,  and  will  summarize  the 

18 

making  process  for  the  daft  Eis. 

18 

potential  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposal.  After 

19 

I  would  like  to  begin  this  hearing  by  introducing  the 

19 

the  presentations,  which  should  take  about  20  minutes,  we 

20 

NEPA  team  beginning  with  the  Team  Leader,  Col.  Todd  Cargle, 

20 

will  take  a  break. 

21 

with  the  Air  Mobility  command,  who  will  present  details  of 

21 

we  will  then  begin  our  oral  comment  period  at  6:15. 

22 

the  proposed  action  and  alternatives.  Next  is  Ms.  Jean 

22 

During  that  time,  you  can  provide  input  on  the  proposed 

23 

Reynolds,  EIS  project  manager  at  the  Air  Force  NEPA  Center 

23 

action,  draft  EIS  analysis,  and  potential  environmental 

24 

who  will  discuss  results  of  the  NEPA  process. 

24 

impacts.  Your  comments  will  become  part  of  the  official 

25 

Representatives  from  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  are  also 

25 

record  of  the  final  EIS.  Please  note  that  informal 
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- STOREY  &  MILLER  COURT  REPORTERS - 

601  W.  Riverside,  Suite  1950,  Spokane  WA  99201  (509)  455-6931  601  W.  Riverside,  Suite  1950,  Spokane  WA  99201  (509)  455-6931 


Final 


A.7-126 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.3.6  Fairchild  AFB  Public  Hearing  Transcript  ( Continued) 


1 

discussions  at  our  informational  displays  at  the  back  of  the 

1 

speaker  covers  all  pertinent  information  and  that  it  is 

2 

room  will  not  become  part  of  the  Eis  record,  so  if  you  have 

2 

consistent  for  all  four  hearings,  with  that,  i  will  turn 

3 

items  of  concern  about  the  analysis  in  the  draft  Eis  that 

3 

the  mic  over  to  colonel  cargle. 

4 

you  would  like  to  bring  to  our  attention,  please  do  so 

4 

COL  TODD  cargle:  Good  evening  and  welcome,  i  am 

5 

during  our  formal  comment  opportunity  or  in  writing. 

5 

colonel  Todd  cargle.  i  currently  serve  as  the  chief  of  the 

6 

If  you  do  not  choose  to  make  an  oral  comment,  you  can 

6 

Programs  Division  within  the  Plans,  Requirements,  and 

7 

submit  written  comments  either  by  turning  in  a  comment  form 

7 

Programs  Director  at  Headquarters  Air  Mobility  command. 

8 

this  evening  or  by  mailing  it  to  the  address  shown  on  the 

8 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois.  I'm  a  command  pilot  with 

9 

screen,  comments  may  also  be  submitted  on  line  at 

9 

4,000  hours  of  experience  in  the  building  of  aircraft. 

10 

www.kc-46a-beddown.com.  if  you  have  not  had  a  chance  to 

10 

including  being  an  instructor  and  evaluator  in  the  KC-135. 

11 

review  the  draft  Eis,  it  is  available  at  the  website  or  at 

11 

I've  operated  and  led  mobility  forces  in  all  facets  of 

12 

one  of  the  public  libraries  listed  here. 

12 

the  mission,  including  five  combined  deployments  to 

13 

The  Air  Force  welcomes  public  comments  in  writing  at  any 

13 

Afghanistan  and  Iraq,  with  that  said,  welcome  to  this 

14 

time  during  the  environmental  impact  analysis  process.  To 

14 

evening's  meeting. 

15 

receive  timely  consideration  for  the  final  Eis,  please 

15 

AS  a  team  leader,  i  encourage  you  to  assist  the  Air 

16 

submit  your  comments  by  December  9,  2013.  Your  comments 

16 

Force  in  meeting  its  requirements  to  comply  with  the  nepa 

17 

will  provide  the  decision-maker  with  information  to  assist 

17 

process.  Your  attention  tonight  indicates  your  interest  in 

18 

in  making  a  decision  regarding  where  the  formal  training 

18 

this  proposed  action,  and  i  hope  your  comments  will  provide 

19 

unit,  or  FTU,  and  First  Main  Operating  Base,  or  MOB  1,  will 

19 

us  with  improvements  or  areas  where  further  analysis  is 

20 

be  located.  Your  comments  during  this  process  provide  the 

20 

needed.  All  comments  will  be  properly  reviewed,  analyzed. 

21 

benefit  of  your  knowledge  of  the  local  area  and  your 

21 

and  addressed  in  the  final  Eis. 

22 

concerns  about  the  environmental  impact  or  analysis. 

22 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  involves  the  KC-46A's 

23 

We  will  now  move  on  to  the  briefings.  During  the 

23 

role  in  the  Air  Force  Tanker  Fleet  Modernization  effort. 

24 

briefings,  our  speakers  will  be  reading  from  prepared 

24 

The  goal  of  this  effort  is  to  ensure  future  tankers  are  the 

25 

scripts.  The  briefings  are  written  to  make  ceratin  each 

5 

- .-TOREY  &  MILLER  COURT  REPORTERS - 

25 

best  available  to  support  a  high-threat,  multi-role,  war 

6 
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1 

fighting  capability  to  commanders  worldwide.  To  perform 

1 

the  first  KC-46A  MOB.  This  action  places  36  KC-46A  aircraft 

2 

this  mission,  trained  aircrews,  maintenance,  and  support 

2 

in  three  squadrons  at  one  base. 

3 

personnel  must  be  available  to  meet  KC-46A  inventory 

3 

The  no-action  alternative  is  required  by  nepa  and  was 

4 

delivery  dates  as  older  tanker  aircraft  are  removed  from 

4 

evaluated  at  each  proposed  Beddown  location  to  provide  a 

5 

i nventory . 

5 

baseline  for  decision-makers.  The  no-action  alternative 

6 

while  we  will  continue  to  operate  the  legacy  tanker 

6 

evaluates  the  environmental  consequences  of  not  basing  the 

7 

fleet  of  aircraft,  the  KC-46A  provides  several  advantages 

7 

KC-46A  aircraft  at  any  base. 

8 

including,  ability  to  refuel  any  fixed-wing  certified 

8 

in  the  draft  Eis,  the  Air  Force  analyzed  the 

9 

aircraft  on  any  mission,  capable  of  refuelling  multiple 

9 

environmental  consequences  of  basing  the  FTU  at  Altus  Air 

10 

aircraft  at  once,  increased  airlift  capability,  receiver  air 

10 

Force  Base  in  Oklahoma,  or  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  in 

11 

refuelling,  and  improved  force  protection  and  survivability. 

11 

Kansas.  The  Air  Force  also  analyzed  the  environmental 

12 

The  Air  Force  is  proposing  to  establish  an  FTU  and  the 

12 

consequences  of  basing  the  mob  1  at  Altus  Air  Force  Base  in 

13 

First  Main  operating  Base  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft  along  with 

13 

Oklahoma,  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  in  Washington,  Grand 

14 

required  infrastructure  and  manpower  at  two  active  duty  Air 

14 

Forks  Airforce  Base  in  North  Dakota,  or  at  McConnell  Air 

15 

Force  bases  in  the  continental  united  states.  The  FTU  will 

15 

Force  Base  in  Kansas. 

16 

train  personnel  to  safely  and  effectively  fly  and  operate 

16 

in  this  action,  no  base  would  be  selected  to  host  both. 

17 

KC-46A  aircraft.  The  operational  mob  1  Mission  utilizes 

17 

the  KC-46A  FTU  and  mob  1  missions,  in  May  of  this  year,  the 

18 

pilots,  copilots,  boom  operators,  and  other  support  staff 

18 

secretary  of  the  Air  Force  announced  Altus  Air  Force  Base  as 

19 

who  operate  and  maintain  aircraft  to  survive  —  excuse  me, 

19 

the  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46A  FTU.  McConnell  Air 

20 

maintain  the  aircraft,  to  provide  worldwide  refuelling, 

20 

Force  Base  was  selected  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the 

21 

cargo,  or  aeromedical  evacuation  support. 

21 

first  KC-46A  main  operating  base.  Fairchild  and  Grand  Forks 

22 

The  action  alternative  consists  of  two  parts.  The  first 

22 

were  announced  as  reasonable  alternatives  for  the  MOB  1. 

23 

part  is  the  KC-46A  FTU  Beddown,  which  places  up  to  eight 

23 

This  table  summarizes  the  bases  being  considered  for 

24 

KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  for  one  squadron  at  one  base.  The 

24 

each  KC-46A  mission  and  how  the  existing  missions  could  be 

25 

second  part  of  the  action  alternative  is  the  selection  of 

7 

- .-TOREY  &  MILLER  COURT  REPORTERS - 

25 

impacted.  The  following  slides  summarize  the  aircraft 

8 
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1 

facilities  and  manpower  changes  anticipated  to  be  required 

1 

aircraft  operations  would  also  increase  by  approximately  31 

2 

to  support  the  KC-46A  mission. 

2 

percent.  KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  mob  1  at  all 

3 

If  Altus  Air  Force  Base  is  selected  for  the  KC-46A  FTU 

3 

bases  would  not  use  auxiliary  airfields. 

4 

or  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  existing  KC-135  and  c-17  missions 

4 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  has  been  identified  as  an 

5 

would  remain  and  continue  to  operate,  implementation  of  the 

5 

alternative  for  the  mob  1  mission,  if  Fairchild  is  selected 

6 

FTU  mission  would  require  a  variety  of  on-base  development 

6 

to  host  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  existing  30  KC-135  aircraft 

7 

projects,  including  demolition,  new  construction,  and 

7 

would  be  replaced  with  36  KC-46A  aircraft,  implementation 

8 

renovation.  The  FTU  mission  would  increase  the  area 

8 

of  the  MOB  1  mission  would  require  a  variety  of  on-base 

9 

population  by  approximately  578  people,  including  estimated 

9 

development  projects,  including  demolition,  new 

10 

dependents,  and  would  result  in  a  38  percent  increase  in 

10 

construction,  and  renovation.  This  mission  would  increase 

11 

annual  aircraft  operations. 

11 

the  area  population  by  approximately  1,095  people,  including 

12 

At  each  base,  KC-46A  aircrews  would  utilize  the  existing 

12 

estimated  dependents,  and  would  result  in  a  62  percent 

13 

KC-135  flight  tracks,  air  refuelling  tracks,  and  fuel 

13 

increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 

14 

jettison  areas  if  necessary.  KC-46A  aircrews  associated 

14 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  base  has  been  identified  as  an 

15 

with  the  FTU  would  use  the  same  four  auxiliary  airfields 

15 

alternative  for  the  mob  1  mission,  if  Grand  Forks  is 

16 

that  are  currently  being  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  These 

16 

selected  to  host  mob  1  mission,  the  existing  remotely 

17 

include  cl i nton-sherman  industrial  Air  Park,  Lubbock  Preston 

17 

piloted  aircraft  missions  would  continue  and  the  KC-46A 

18 

smith  international  Airport,  Fort  worth  Alliance  Airport  and 

18 

mission  would  constitute  an  additional  mission. 

19 

Rick  Husband  Amarillo  International  Airport. 

19 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  would  require  a 

20 

For  the  purposes  of  this  draft  EIS,  Altus  was  evaluated 

20 

variety  of  on-base  development  projects,  including 

21 

for  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  mob 

21 

demolition,  new  construction,  and  renovation.  This  mission 

22 

1.  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  would  result  in  more 

22 

would  increase  the  area  population  by  approximately  4,526 

23 

new  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  than  the  FTU 

23 

people,  including  estimated  dependents,  and  would  result  in 

24 

mission  and  would  increase  the  population  by  approximately 

24 

a  226  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 

25 

4,917  people,  including  estimated  dependents.  Annual 

9 
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1  1  mission,  the  existing  44,  KC-135  aircraft  would  be 

2  replaced  by  36  KC-46A  aircraft,  implementation  of  the  mob  1 

3  mission  would  require  a  variety  of  on-base  developmental 

4  projects  including  demolition,  new  construction,  and 

5  renovation.  This  mission  would  decrease  the  area  population 

6  by  approximately  291  people,  including  estimated  dependents, 

7  and  would  result  in  a  24  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft 

8  operations. 

9  For  the  purposes  of  this  draft  Eis,  McConnell  Air  Force 

10  Base  was  evaluated  for  the  potential  environmental  impacts 

11  associated  with  implementation  of  the  FTU  mission.  This 

12  evaluation  was  conducted  under  the  assumption  that  the 

13  existing  KC-135  mission  would  remain  in  place. 

14  implementation  of  the  FTU  mission  would  result  in  less 

15  new  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  than  the  mob  1 

16  mission  and  would  increase  the  population  by  approximately 

17  570  people,  including  estimated  dependents.  Annual  aircraft 

18  operations  would  also  increase  by  approximately  107  percent. 

19  KC-146A  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU  would  also  use 

20  three  auxiliary  airfields  that  are  currently  being  used  by 

21  KC-135  aircrews.  These  include  cli nton-sherman  industrial 

22  Air  Park,  Forbes  Field,  and  Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport. 

23  We  would  like  to  emphasize  that  although  preferred 

24  alternatives  for  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  have  been  announced,  no 

25  final  decision  has  been  made  on  basing  either  of  the  two 

11 
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1  factors  will  be  considered  before  a  decision  is  made  by  the 

2  Air  Force  on  this  proposal.  Your  input  during  the  past 

3  public  scoping  period  and  this  public  comment  period  will 

4  help  the  secretary  of  the  Air  Force  make  the  most  informed 

5  decision  possible  on  this  proposal. 

6  AS  you  can  see  on  this  slide,  there  are  several  key 

7  steps  to  the  environmental  impact  analysis  process,  we  are 

8  currently  at  the  public  and  agency  draft  Eis  review  stage. 

9  This  period  began  with  the  Federal  Register  publication  of 

10  the  notice  of  availability  for  the  draft  Eis.  At  that  time, 

11  copies  of  the  draft  Eis  were  mailed  to  local  libraries, 

12  states,  and  federal  representatives  and  individuals  who 

13  requested  copies  during  the  Eis  scoping  period. 

14  The  normal  review  period  required  by  nepa  is  45  days. 

15  our  date  for  completion  of  the  public  comment  period  is  9 

16  December  '13.  The  public  hearings  this  week  are  being  held 

17  in  the  same  communities  as  the  previous  scoping  meetings  in 

18  order  to  provide  the  affected  communities  with  the 

19  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  EIS. 

20  After  the  public  comment  period  closes,  we  will  review 

21  all  comments  received  at  the  public  hearings,  through  the 

22  mail,  or  electronically  on  our  website,  and  use  them  to 

23  prepare  the  final  EIS.  Substantive  comments  will  be 

24  reviewed  and  responded  to  in  the  final  EIS. 

25  The  final  EIS  is  scheduled  to  be  released  in  March  2014. 

13 
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1  is  not  anticipated  to  be  noticeable,  other  than  the  noise 

2  increases,  no  other  resource  areas  are  anticipated  to  be 

3  impacted  by  the  FTU  mission. 

4  implementation  of  the  FTU  mission  would  add  up  to  578 

5  full-time  military,  dependents,  and  students  to  Jackson 

6  county  resulting  in  a  2.2  percent  increase  in  the  county 

7  population.  A  variety  of  demolition,  construction,  and 

8  renovation  projects  would  be  required  for  the  FTU  mission 

9  resulting  in  positive  economic  impacts  to  Jackson  county  and 

10  surrounding  areas. 

11  implementation  of  the  mob  1  mission  at  Altus  would 

12  expose  an  additional  155  acres  of  off-base  land  and  an 

13  estimated  6  additional  off-base  residents  to  noise  levels  65 

14  decibels  or  greater.  Because  three  squadrons  are  required 

15  for  the  mob  1  mission,  substantially  more  construction, 

16  demolition,  and  renovation  would  be  required.  Most  notable 

17  is  the  construction  of  the  new  ramp  and  apron  area  for 

18  parking  15  additional  aircraft,  implementation  of  the  mob  1 

19  mission  would  add  up  to  4,917  full-time  military  and 

20  dependents  to  Jackson  County  resulting  in  an  18.6  percent 

21  increase  in  the  county  population.  An  increase  of  this 

22  magnitude  could  result  in  traffic  congestion  near  the  base 

23  and  place  additional  strain  on  base  infrastructure.  No 

24  other  resource  areas  are  anticipated  to  be  impacted  by  the 

25  MOB  1  mission. 

15 
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1 

Force  Base  be  selected  to  host  the  mob  1  mission,  the  Air 

1 

would  incorporate  measures  for  construction  in  the 

2 

Force  would  work  with  the  u.s.  Army  corps  of  Engineers  and 

2 

floodplai  n . 

3 

the  North  Dakota  state  water  commission  to  determine  if  the 

3 

implementation  of  the  mob  1  mission  would  result  in  a 

4 

wetlands  are  subject  to  regulation  and  determine  the 

4 

slight  0.1  percent  decrease  of  291  full-time  military  and 

5 

appropriate  permit  and  potential  mitigation  requirements. 

5 

dependents  to  Sedgwick  county.  This  decrease  is  not 

6 

implementation  of  the  mob  1  mission  would  add  up  to 

6 

anticipated  to  negatively  affect  Sedgwick  county.  No  other 

7 

4,526  full-time  military  and  dependents  to  Grand  Forks 

7 

resource  areas  are  anticipated  to  be  impacted  by  the  mob  1 

8 

county  resulting  in  6.8  percent  increase  in  the  county 

8 

mi  ssi on . 

9 

population.  No  other  consequences  are  anticipated  for  the 

9 

implementation  of  the  FTU  mission  at  McConnell  Air  Force 

10 

MOB  1  mission  at  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base. 

10 

base  would  increase  the  number  of  acres  by  273  and  people  by 

11 

implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  at  McConnell  Air 

11 

594  exposed  to  noise  levels  of  65  decibels  or  greater.  The 

12 

Force  Base  would  decrease  the  number  of  acres  by  386,  and 

12 

increase  in  noise  levels  is  primarily  attributed  to  the 

13 

people  by  199  exposed  to  noise  levels  of  65  decibels  or 

13 

addition  of  up  to  8  additional  aircraft  on  top  of  the 

14 

greater.  Reduction  in  noise  levels  can  be  primarily 

14 

existing  KC-135  mission.  The  additional  areas  affected  by 

15 

attributed  to  replacement  of  the  44  KC-135  aircraft  with 

15 

noise  are  primarily  located  directly  to  the  north  and  south 

16 

only  36  slightly  quieter  KC-46A  aircraft. 

16 

of  the  two  runways. 

17 

A  substantial  amount  of  construction,  demolition,  and 

17 

A  lesser  amount  of  construction,  demolition,  and 

18 

renovation  would  be  required  to  implement  the  mob  1  mission. 

18 

renovation  would  be  required  to  implement  the  FTU  mission 

19 

and  the  demolition  building  1106  would  result  in  an  adverse 

19 

and  no  historic  structures  would  be  affected. 

20 

effect  to  this  historic  building.  The  Air  Force  is  working 

20 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  mission  would  result  in  a  slight 

21 

with  the  state  Historic  Preservation  office  on  a  memorandum 

21 

0.2  percent  increase  of  570  full-time  military,  dependents. 

22 

of  agreement  to  mitigate  these  effects.  In  addition,  a 

22 

and  students  to  Sedgwick  County. 

23 

portion  of  the  McConnell  Creek  Floodplain  would  be  impacted 

23 

No  other  resource  areas  are  anticipated  to  be  impacted 

24 

with  the  addition  to  building  1220. 

24 

by  the  FTU  mission. 

25 

To  minimize  potential  impacts,  construction  designs 

25 

This  concludes  my  portion  of  the  presentation,  and  I 

17 

18 
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1 

thank  you  for  your  attention,  i  will  now  turn  the  floor 

1 

first,  if  it’s  particularly  difficult.  Also,  if  you're  from 

2 

back  to  Lt.  co1 .  Richardson,  who  will  provide  you  with  the 

2 

or  representing  an  organization,  please  state  that  as  well. 

3 

information  on  the  second  part  of  tonight's  hearing,  the 

3 

but  please  do  not  provide  any  other  personal  information 

4 

public  comment  period. 

4 

such  as  your  home  address  or  your  phone  number. 

5 

LT.  COL.  NATALIE  RICHARDSON:  AS  I  Stated  earlier, 

5 

Again,  your  comments  are  recorded  verbatim,  it  will  be 

6 

before  we  move  to  the  public  comments  part  of  the  hearing, 

6 

used  to  develop  a  transcript  and  a  permanent  record  of  this 

7 

we  are  going  to  take  a  break,  we  will  start  up  again  at 

7 

meeting  and  will  be  published  in  the  final  Eis.  Your  name 

8 

6:15  with  the  formal  comments,  if  you  do  want  to  make  a 

8 

will  be  included,  along  with  your  comments.  Personal  home 

9 

formal  comment  and  you  have  not  already  filled  out  a  speaker 

9 

addresses  and  phone  numbers  will  not  be  published  in  the 

10 

form,  you  can  go  to  the  front,  the  registration  table  near 

10 

final  EIS. 

11 

the  door  where  you  came  in,  and  fill  out  a  card,  so  the 

11 

The  suggested  time  for  each  speaker  is  three  minutes. 

12 

hearing  is  in  recess  until  6:15. 

12 

and  if  you've  gone  significantly  over  the  suggested  time. 

13 

(A  recess  was  taken.) 

13 

then  we  do  have  a  timekeeper  who  will  hold  up  a  yellow  card 

14 

PUBLIC  COMMENTS 

14 

when  you've  got  about  30  seconds  left  and  then  a  red  card 

15 

LT.  COL.  NATALIE  RICHARDSON:  Okay.  The  time  is  6:15, 

15 

when  your  time  is  up.  At  that  time,  please  conclude  your 

16 

and  we  will  now  begin  the  formal  comment  part  of  the 

16 

comments  about  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  so  that 

17 

hearing,  if  you  have  not  filled  out  a  white  speaker  card, 

17 

I  can  call  on  the  next  person. 

18 

but  would  like  to  speak,  you  can  —  you  can  still  go  back 

18 

There's  no  obligation  to  use  all  three  minutes.  You 

19 

out  to  the  table  or  you  can  just  raise  your  hand  and  someone 

19 

don't  need  to  yield  remaining  time  to  anyone  else.  I  will 

20 

will  see  you  and  bring  you  a  card  for  you  to  fill  out. 

20 

just  call  up  the  next  person  to  speak.  If  you  have  any  sort 

21 

The  way  this  will  work  is,  i  will  call  you  by  name,  and 

21 

of  other  presentation  you  want  to  provide,  please  reduce 

22 

1  will  also  announce  who  is  going  to  be  next  so  you  can  be 

22 

that  to  writing  and  submit  it  as  a  written  comment.  The 

23 

ready.  After  I  call  your  name,  please  approach  this 

23 

public  comment  period  is  set  to  end  at  7:30,  and  the  venue 

24 

microphone,  and  to  help  our  stenographer  here,  please  begin 

24 

will  be  closed  at  8:00.  If  everyone  who  has  signed  up  to 

25 

by  spelling  your  name  and  spelling  your  last  name,  or  your 

25 

speak  has  had  a  chance  to  do  so  before  7:30,  I  will  ask  if 

19 

20 
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1 

any  speaker  would  like  additional  time  to  expand  on  your 

1 

be  Pat  Rushing,  followed  by  Adam  McDaniel,  and  just  a 

2 

comments,  if  you  would  like  to  do  that,  just  let  me  know 

2 

reminder,  please  state  your  name  and  spell  your  last  name. 

3 

and  I  will  give  you  the  mic. 

3 

MR.  PAT  rushing:  Good  evening,  nepa  Team,  welcome  to 

4 

If  you  want  to  add  something  later  to  your  oral  comments 

4 

Spokane,  we’re  happy  you're  here.  My  name  is  Patrick 

5 

or  if  you  would  rather  not  speak  here  tonight,  you  can 

5 

Rushing,  R-u-s-h-i -n-g .  i  am  the  mayor  of  Airway  Heights, 

6 

submit  written  comments.  There  is  no  page  limit  on  written 

6 

Washington,  while  reviewing  the  draft  Eis,  i  noticed  that  a 

7 

comments,  and  the  Air  Force  gives  equal  weight  to  both  oral 

7 

lot  of  the  reference  was  made  to  the  Spokane  county  Joint 

8 

and  written  comments.  Both  become  part  of  the  official 

8 

Land  use  study  or  the  JLUS. 

9 

record  and  are  included  in  the  final  Eis. 

9 

Just  for  your  information,  the  city  of  Airway  Heights, 

10 

Just  a  few  reminders  before  we  get  started.  Please 

10 

Spokane  city,  the  county,  and  Medical  Lake,  have  all 

11 

limit  your  comments  to  the  analysis  in  the  draft  Eis. 

11 

adopted,  in  one  form  or  another,  of  the  Joint  Land  use 

12 

That's,  of  course,  the  purpose  of  this  public  comment 

12 

study.  The  city  of  Airway  Heights  is  unique  in  ours  because 

13 

hearing.  As  i  mentioned  earlier,  this  is  not  a  Q  and  A 

13 

we  had  to  take  the  Joint  Land  use  study  and  incorporate  a 

14 

session,  it's  an  opportunity  for  you  to  put  on  the  record 

14 

lot  of  the  DOD  directives  from  2012  into  that  study,  so  that 

15 

your  views  and  concerns  about  the  proposal  that  you  want  the 

15 

we  now  have  what  the  JLUS  implementation  committee  has 

16 

decision-makers  to  consider. 

16 

deemed  as  the  most  protective  of  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base 

17 

Questions  that  you  pose  during  your  verbal  testimony 

17 

for  current  and  future  missions. 

18 

will  become  part  of  the  record  and  will  be  considered. 

18 

The  other  thing  i  would  like  to  say  is  that  there  are 

19 

After  we've  completed  the  formal  part  of  this  hearing,  Air 

19 

tornadoes  in  Wichita,  Kansas,  and  in  Oklahoma,  and  we  don't 

20 

Force  representatives  will  be  available  for  continued 

20 

have  that  here.  We  have  pretty  nice  weather.  So  you  might 

21 

di  scussi on . 

21 

build  some  nice  buildings  down  there  and  save  a  lot  of 

22 

I  have  been  provided  cards  with  individuals  who  would 

22 

money,  but  if  you  come  to  Spokane,  you  will  actually  save  a 

23 

like  to  speak.  We  are  first  going  to  invite  elected 

23 

lot  of  that  money.  We  have  buildings  that  are  just  now 

24 

officials  or  their  representatives  to  speak,  followed  by 

24 

falling  apart  that  were  built  back  during  World  War  II. 

25 

others  who  have  signed  up  to  speak.  The  first  speaker  will 

25 

Again,  thank  you  for  coming  and  listening  to  my 

21 

22 
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1  comments. 

2  LT.  COL.  NATALIE  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you .  The  next 

3  speaker  1s  Adam  McDaniel,  to  be  followed  by  Scott  wheat. 

4  MR.  ADAM  MCDANIEL:  I’m  Adam  McDaniel,  M-c-D-a-n-1 -e-1 . 

5  I'm  the  senior  executive  assistant  to  council  President  Ben 

6  stuckart  and  he  was  unable  to  make  it  tonight.  He  is  out  of 

7  town.  Spokane  is  a  proud  military  city,  from  the  local 

8  world  war  ii  vet  taking  his  Honor  Flight  back  to  our 

9  nation's  capitol  to  the  sears  student  training  for  the  first 

10  time,  we  embrace  our  military  like  a  seed,  and  we  stand 

11  ready  to  meet  future  expansion  at  Fairchild. 

12  our  city  is  a  strong  regional  partner  that  continues  to 

13  actively  pursue  ways  to  strengthen  the  bay  and  the 

14  surrounding  west  Plains  area,  we  will  continue  to  advocate 

15  for  land  use  regulations  consistent  with  Fairchild's 

16  compatible  use  zone  criteria,  we  are  also  proud  to  extend 

17  to  airman  and  their  families  educational,  economic,  and 

18  cultural  opportunities  second  to  none,  and  our  regional 

19  infrastructure  and  transportation  system  has  the  capacity  to 

20  service  the  increase  in  base  personnel. 

21  The  incredible  integration  of  the  92nd  Air  Refuelling 

22  Wing  and  it's  Air  National  Guard  counterpart,  the  141st  Air 

23  Refuelling  Wing,  serves  as  a  model  for  regional  partnership 

24  and  as  an  integral  piece  of  the  partnership,  the  Spokane 

25  city  Council  will  remain  dedicated  to  ensure  the  long-term 

23 
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1  members  have  a  very  high  rate  of  military  service,  as  is  not 

2  uncommon  with  Indian  tribes,  including  service  in  the  united 

3  states  Air  Force.  And  we  have  enjoyed  a  very  strong, 

4  positive  relationship  with  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base 

5  historically,  we've  testified  to  support,  you  know,  keeping 

6  the  base  open.  But  not  only  does  the  tribe  have  historic 

7  connections  to  that  area,  we  have  modern  connections  as 

8  well,  we  own  145  acres  of  land  within  a  couple  of  miles  of 

9  the  base  and  we  have  economic  operations  on  that  piece  of 

10  ground  and  we  work  closely  with  the  base  to  ensure  that  our 

11  operations  are  consistent  and  do  not  interfere  with  the 

12  important  military  operations  that  occur  at  Fairchild. 

13  we,  too,  participated  in  the  development  of  the  ILUS 

14  policies,  and  as  with  other  local  jurisdictions,  the  tribe 

15  has  adopted  and  implemented  the  JLUS  that  will  apply  to  all 

16  development  within  that  145  acre  piece.  That  is  one  of  the 

17  things  that  we  noted  in  our  review  of  the  Eis  that  we 

18  certainly  wanted  to  include,  and  we  will  supplement  or 

19  include  in  our  written  testimony,  which  we  will  submit  by 

20  the  deadline,  the  tribe's  copy  of  its  JLUS  ordinance.  And 

21  we  would  appreciate  if  the  Eis  could  be  supplemented  to 

22  reflect  the  tribe,  as  a  local  government,  has  also  enacted 

23  land  use  regulations  consistent  with  JLUS  policies  and 

24  recommendations. 

25  Finally,  I'm  sure  my  three  minutes  is  coming  up  quick, 

25 
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1  mitigation  situations  that  are  at  McConnell,  nor  does  it 

2  have  the  environmental  situations  of  climate  that  you  have 

3  in  Altus  or  at  McConnell. 

4  one  thing  that  you  have  failed  to  mention  in  this  is 

5  that  Fairchild  is  the  best  kept  secret  in  the  Air  Force. 

6  Every  person  who's  ever  served  at  Fairchild  has  fallen  in 

7  love  with  the  area  because  it  provides  a  lifestyle  for  all 

8  of  them,  if  you're  a  fisherman,  it's  there,  if  you're  a 

9  hunter,  it's  there,  if  you  want  to  play  golf,  it's  there. 

10  If  you  want  to  go  to  college  football  games,  it's  there,  we 

11  have  one  of  the  top-rated  football  teams  in  the  nation  right 

12  here  at  Eastern,  we  have  the  top  rated  basketball  team  at 

13  Gonzaga. 

14  These  you  did  not  include  in  this,  of  course,  it's  not 

15  part  of  the  environment,  but  as  a  member  of  two  county 

16  boards,  i  can  tell  you  that  for  transportation  needs,  the 

17  STA  will  provide  whatever  you  need,  including  ride  share, 

18  which  is  one  of  their  programs,  plus  they  have  a  paratransit 

19  for  anyone  that  needs  paratransit. 

20  I  can  also  tell  you  if  there's  any  hazardous  problems, 

21  that  we  have  the  state-of-the-art  hazard  waste  people 

22  working  right  here  with  the  Waste  to  Energy  Plant,  and  at 

23  SIA.  We  are  ready  and  willing  to  do  whatever  is  necessary 

24  to  support  Fairchild.  However,  you  do  leave  us  a  little  bit 

25  in  limbo  because  we  can't  figure  out  whether  we  need  to  tax 

27 
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1  We  didn't  even  have  an  alarm  for  it,  and  it  came  through  and 

2  cleaned  out  the  whole  warehouse.  The  thing  is,  tornadoes 

3  are  disastrous  to  aircraft  as  we've  seen  just  recently,  i 

4  think  that  alone  makes  it  questionable,  that  decision.  The 

5  one  up  north  is  not  a  very  good  place  to  put  this  kind  of 

6  business.  I  can  understand  why  they  chose  McConnell  to  a 

7  certain  extent  because  it's  in  the  center  of  the  country, 

8  but  our  primary  mission  today,  right  this  moment,  in  the 

9  long  range  is  going  to  be  in  the  Pacific.  That's  why  its 

10  base  was  here,  was  to  supply  the  Pacific. 

11  We  have  traffic  continuous  out  of  here.  However,  with 

12  the  tanker  today,  you  can  go  all  around  the  world,  so  you 

13  can  put  the  tanker  anywhere.  You  can  put  it  in  New  York 

14  City  if  you  wanted  to,  but  i  don't  advise  it.  Thank  you. 

15  LT.  COL.  NATALIE  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you.  The  next 

16  speaker  I  would  like  to  welcome  to  the  podium  is  Sandra 

17  larrard  to  be  followed  by  Pat  spino. 

18  MS.  SANDRA  lARRARD :  Good  evening.  Sandra  larrard, 

19  spelled  J-a-r-r-a-r-d ,  and  I’m  the  director  of  Public 

20  Policy,  Greater  Spokane  incorporated.  GSI  supports 

21  Fairchild,  and  it  strongly  advocates  for  Fairchild  Air  Force 

22  Base  to  be  the  first  base  for  the  KC-46A  tanker,  over  the 

23  last  30  years,  more  than  $400  million  has  been  invested  in 

24  base  infrastructure.  The  existing  infrastructure  combined 

25  with  a  history  of  modernization  efforts  provides  for 
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1 

And  otherwise,  it  would  require  us  going  a11  the  way 

1 

classic  association,  with  the  active  duty,  a  pace  setter. 

2 

over  to  Mcchord,  which  would  be  the  next  closest  base,  to 

2 

and  a  lot  of  things  settle  out  of  —  set  a  very,  very  high 

3 

get  any  items  we  need,  any  conveniences,  and  stuff  like 

3 

standard  for  the  Air  National  Guard  for  the  tanker 

4 

that,  but  then  that's  kind  of  a  long  drive. 

4 

community,  i  think  that  was  highlighted  from  Desert  storm 

5 

so  that's  about  my  —  That's  my  concern  about  that. 

5 

going  forward. 

6 

losing  a  convenience  and  a  benefit  that  we  all  worked  for 

6 

Another  thing,  and  i  know  that  that's  measured,  but  i 

7 

those  many  years  that  we  put  in,  and  i  would  hate  to  see  it 

7 

don't  really  know  that  the  spirit  and  the  kind  of 

8 

go.  so  anyway,  that's  all  i  got  to  say  on  there.  Thank 

8 

association  and  the  kind  of  experience  of  the  air  crews 

9 

you . 

9 

quite  shows  up.  i  mean,  i  had,  when  i  was  a  squadron 

10 

LT.  COL.  NATALIE  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you.  The  next 

10 

commander,  majors  and  lieutenant  colonels,  wheat  ranchers. 

11 

speaker  i  would  like  to  welcome  to  the  podium  is  General  Jim 

11 

doctors,  lawyers,  school  teachers,  with  25  to  28  years  of 

12 

McDevitt  to  be  followed  by  Rich  Hadley. 

12 

flying  experience,  tremendous  experience,  and  tremendous 

13 

GENERAL  JIM  MCDEVITT:  Thank  you  very  much,  team. 

13 

mentors  to  not  only  our  younger  guard  members,  but  the 

14 

welcome  to  Spokane,  and  part  of  the  inland  Northwest.  I'm 

14 

active  duty. 

15 

Jim  McDevitt,  M-c-D-e-v-i -t-t .  i  was  in  aircrew  for  five 

15 

The  other  thing,  too,  that  i  don't  know  that  you  know 

16 

years  active  duty  and  then  30  years  in  the  Air  National 

16 

and  I  don't  know  was  brought  up,  is  that  i  know  when  i  was 

17 

Guard,  the  141st  Air  Refuelling  wing.  22  years  of  those 

17 

commander  of  the  flying  squadron,  we  had  two  or  three  of  our 

18 

flying  years  were  flown  off  of  Fairchild  in  the  KC-135s.  we 

18 

guard  pilots  that  were  Boeing  test  pilots.  Bob  Kay,  Mike 

19 

appreciate  being  number  two,  real  close,  but  I  think  there 

19 

Miller,  and  several  others.  So  not  only  did  we  have  a 

20 

are  a  couple  of  things  that  maybe  the  study  —  some  of  the 

20 

classic  association  with  the  active  duty,  we  had  a  classic 

21 

subjective  things  the  study  doesn't  measure. 

21 

association  with  Boeing.  I've  been  retired  for  a  couple  of 

22 

First  of  all,  the  141st  houses  the  116th  Air  Refueling 

22 

years,  several  years,  so  I  don't  know  what  the  composite  of 

23 

Squadron,  and  I  was  proud  to  be  commander  of  that  for  a 

23 

the  squadron  is  now.  But  I  do  know  we  have  a  great 

24 

couple  of  years.  It's  the  second  oldest  flying  squad  in  the 

24 

relationship  with  Boeing  company,  and  we've  had,  and  still 

25 

country,  a  long,  proud  history  and  a  great  association,  a 

25 

have  probably,  some  Boeing  test  pilots  that  are  part  of  our 

31 
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1 

units,  so  thanks  for  a11  you  do. 

1 

we're  able  to  house  those  tankers,  new  tankers,  we  have 

2 

LT.  COL.  NATALIE  RICHARDSON;  Thank  you.  The  next 

2 

most  of  the  hangar  capacity,  we  have  all  hydro  capacity,  we 

3 

speaker  i  would  like  to  welcome  to  the  podium  is  Rich 

3 

have  the  ramp,  we  have  the  new  operations  facilities  for 

4 

Hadley. 

4 

the  squadrons  that  have  all  been  a  part  of  the  united  states 

5 

MR.  RICH  HADLEY:  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity, 

5 

Government  and  congress  helping  us  have. 

6 

H-a-d-l-e-y.  Do  you  want  any  more  talk  about  tornadoes? 

6 

we  have  a  brand  new  runway,  and  when  this  was  runway  was 

7 

oh,  okay,  so  i  would  just  say  a  couple  of  things.  First, 

7 

down,  the  airplanes  went  to  Spokane  international  Airport 

8 

the  community  has  a  history  of  support  for  Fairchild  Air 

8 

and  Moses  Lake,  the  old  Clark  Air  Force  Base  to  —  that 

9 

Force  Base,  and  frankly,  for  the  military,  that  goes  back  a 

9 

wasn't  Clark.  Larson  Air  Force  Base,  and  it  was  seamless  to 

10 

long  way.  The  organization  that  i  represent,  which  was  the 

10 

be  able  to  continue  the  mission  while  also  putting  in  a  new 

11 

3  Bird,  is  now  Greater  Spokane  incorporated,  of  which  I'm 

11 

runway. 

12 

the  CEO,  actually  helped  raise  the  $15,000  dollars  to  buy 

12 

in  addition  new  facilities  for  airman,  fitness  center. 

13 

the  —  to  create  the  air  depot  with  the  war  department  back 

13 

education  center,  and  great  relationships  with  the 

14 

in  the  '40s  right  at  the  end  of  world  war  II  to  establish  an 

14 

community,  including  operation  Spokane  Heros  for  the 

15 

air  depot.  Then  we  raised  $140,000  dollars  to  buy  1,400 

15 

families  of  deployed  military  personnel  and  for  those 

16 

acres  to  give  to  the  Air  Force  to  create  what  became  Geiger 

16 

deployed,  our  mission  is  central  air  mobility  commander. 

17 

and  then  now  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  and  the  Air  Force 

17 

education  training  command,  the  number  one  survival  school. 

18 

bought  the  rest  of  the  property  to  get  us  to  about  5,000 

18 

obviously,  the  joint  personnel  recovery  center  for  the 

19 

acres . 

19 

governmental  officials  training  in  survival,  so  we  have  all 

20 

So  I  think  we  ought  to  get  points  for  that,  you  know.  I 

20 

of  that.  It's  a  great  facility  for  a  survival  education,  as 

21 

think  if  you  put  $140,000  in  the  1940s  and  do  all  the 

21 

well  as  training  and  obviously  refuelling. 

22 

figuring,  what's  that  worth,  probably  a  billion  dollars  of 

22 

Mr.  McDevitt  talked  about  the  unique  relationship 

23 

support?  Anyway,  but  we've  also  supported  ever  since  then. 

23 

between  the  Air  National  Guard  and  the  active  duty,  which 

24 

modernization  of  the  base,  and  you've  heard  that  mentioned. 

24 

honestly,  we  felt  probably  would  have  gotten  more 

25 

and  I  think  that's  really  important  because  we're  able, 

25 

recognition  in  the  evaluation  than  it  did  given  that  the  Air 

33 
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1 

Force  put  a  huge  priority  on  that  along  with  joint  basing. 

1 

—  Oh,  yeah,  did  we  mention  tornadoes  yet?  we  don't  have 

2 

And  we  have  the  Army  Reserve  center  now  at  the  base,  looking 

2 

tornadoes,  and  so  far  we  haven't  has  dust  storms,  so  i  think 

3 

at  border  patrol  and  looking  at  a  many  other  missions  that 

3 

we're  in  good  shape  on  that,  too.  i  would  just  say  we're 

4 

happen  in  a  region  that  represents  two  million  people,  so 

4 

proud  of  this  base,  and  the  community  shows  it  all  the  time. 

5 

that's  important.  The  strategic  location's  been  mentioned. 

5 

24/7.  It  really  is.  And  I'm  not  trying  to  make  light  of 

6 

the  Pacific  pivot  pointing  towards  the  coast,  i  happen  to 

6 

it,  but  at  the  end  of  the  day,  for  all  of  us  and  for  you. 

7 

be  on  the  civic  leader  group  for  the  chief  of  staff  of  the 

7 

I'm  sure,  we  enjoy  the  fact  that  there's  a  lot  of  passion 

8 

Air  Force  and  the  secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  we've  had  that 

8 

and  emotion  in  the  people  that  live  here. 

9 

discussion,  and  we're  on  the  refuelling  routes  to  the 

9 

we're  the  ninth  favorite  community  in  the  country  to 

10 

Pacific. 

10 

retire  in,  and  for  the  military,  the  Air  Force,  we're  number 

11 

we're  the  Noble  Eagle  —  we're  the  only  ones  flying  the 

11 

two.  so  there's  a  lot  at  stake  here,  we're  happy  to  be  — 

12 

Noble  Eagle  to  protect  us  from  what  we  don't  want  to  have 

12 

we  would  love  to  be  number  one,  we  should  have  been  number 

13 

happen  ever  in  this  world,  we're  important  for  that,  as 

13 

one,  we  are  close  to  number  one,  and  if  the  Eis  proves  out 

14 

well  as  being  the  refueling  base  for  most  of  the  western 

14 

that  your  number  one  choice,  there's  a  flaw  there  other  than 

15 

united  states,  we're  close  to  Boeing,  we're  just  down  the 

15 

tornadoes,  we  will  be  happy  to  step  in.  we're  ready  to  go. 

16 

road.  It  would  have  been  so  easy  for  Boeing  to  be  able  to 

16 

we  can  do  it,  and  you  will  never  see  a  community  stand  up  to 

17 

—  I  realize  Boeing  has  facilities  in  Kansas  as  well  —  but 

17 

support  this  more  than  this  community  will.  Thank  you. 

18 

building  the  tankers  in  Everett  and  then  making  —  having 

18 

LT.  COL.  NATALIE  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you.  The  public 

19 

the  engineers  to  be  able  to  be  over  here  as  they  went 

19 

comment  period  is  scheduled  to  end  at  7:30.  I  believe  we've 

20 

through  the  testing  and  the  ops  made  way  too  much  sense,  I 

20 

heard  from  everyone  who  has  signed  up  to  speak,  but  we  still 

21 

know,  but  I  think  that  was  the  big  advantage  we  had. 

21 

have  some  time  left,  is  there  anyone  who  has  not  spoken. 

22 

You've  heard  about  natural  resources,  natural  disasters. 

22 

but  would  like  an  opportunity  to  do  so?  All  right?  Come  up 

23 

so  we're  the  sixth  safest  community  in  the  world  —  in  the 

23 

to  the  podium  and  please  state  your  name  and  spell  your  last 

24 

country,  maybe  the  world.  We  don't  have  hurricanes  either. 

24 

name,  and  if  you're  representing  an  organization,  state  that 

25 

so  we  don't  have  floods,  we  don't  have  hurricanes,  we  don't 

25 

as  wel 1 . 

35 
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1 

MR.  ANDREW  NEUNHERZ:  Good  evening.  I'm  Andrew 

1 

make  some  comments?  okay,  we  have  no  remaining  speakers. 

2 

Neunherz,  N-e-u-n-h-e-r-z.  i  have  been  on  a11  sides  of  the 

2 

and  as  i  mentioned  earlier,  Air  Force  representatives  will 

3 

issue.  I'm  a  retired  Air  Force  officer  with  27  years  of 

3 

continue  to  be  available  out  by  the  display  boards  to 

4 

service,  retired  in  1993,  served  five  years  at  Fairchild. 

4 

continue  discussions.  But  let  me  remind  you  that  any 

5 

I'm  a  retired  banker  here  in  Spokane  after  about  15  years  of 

5 

discussions  that  take  place  at  the  boards  will  not  be  part 

6 

work  in  that  effort,  the  past  president  of  the  west  Plains 

6 

of  the  official  record  of  this  Eis. 

7 

chamber  of  commerce,  and  currently  the  vice  chair  of  the 

7 

okay.  I  thank  you  for  your  time  and  interest.  Tonight 

8 

Spokane  county  Planning  commission,  what  does  all  this  say? 

8 

is  not  the  end  of  your  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 

9 

It  gives  me  the  ability  to  say  that  Spokane,  Fairchild,  is 

9 

environmental  review  process.  Again,  written  comment  sheets 

10 

the  right  place,  it's  the  right  time,  and  it's  the  right 

10 

are  available  at  the  registration  table.  You  can  turn  these 

11 

community  to  take  on  the  added  mission  of  a  new  tanker. 

11 

sheets  in  tonight  or  mail  them  later,  if  you  would  like  a 

12 

we ' re  ready  for  i t . 

12 

copy,  rather  your  own  copy  of  the  final  Eis,  please  let  one 

13 

when  I  was  here  stationed  with  colonel  Jones  at 

13 

of  the  representatives  at  the  three  registration  tables  know 

14 

Fairchild  back  in  the  '70s,  the  community  was  ready  then. 

14 

or  send  a  letter  or  postcard  asking  for  your  own  copy.  The 

15 

The  community  has  been  supportive  from  day  one.  it  is 

15 

Air  Force  will  send  copies  of  the  final  Eis  to  you. 

16 

supportive  every  day,  and  while  i  apparently  have  not  been 

16 

There  being  no  more  speakers  at  this  point,  the  hearing 

17 

able  to  keep  my  svelte  figure  as  the  general  and  the 

17 

is  adjourned  until  7:30  unless  we're  earlier  reconvened,  so 

18 

colonel,  I  was  at  one  time  skinnier  and  6  foot  2.  Everybody 

18 

at  this  point,  this  hearing  is  in  recess,  and  i  thank  you 

19 

said  everything,  it's  all  been  said,  but  now  is  the  time. 

19 

for  your  attendance. 

20 

Fairchild  is  the  place.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 

20 

21 

speak. 

21 

22 

LT.  COL.  NATALIE  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you.  Is  there 

22 

23 

anyone  else  who  has  not  spoken,  but  would  like  an 

23 

24 

opportunity  to  do  so  at  this  time?  For  those  of  you  who 

24 

25 

have  spoken,  are  there  any  of  you  who  want  some  more  time  to 

25 

37 

38 

- .-TOREY  &  MILLER  COURT  REPORTERS - 

- STOREY  &  MILLER  COURT  REPORTERS - 

601  W.  Riverside,  Suite  1950,  Spokane  WA  99201  (509)  455-6931  601  W.  Riverside,  Suite  1950,  Spokane  WA  99201  (509)  455-6931 
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KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Public  Hearing  Written  Comment  Form 

For  more  inforroation  or  to  submit  comments  onlinct  please  go  to;  www.kc^6A»beddown.com 


PLEASE  PRINT  LEGIBLY. 


••••  CXJNTINUE  ON  BACK  FOR  MORE  SPACE  •••* 


Individual  respondenis  may  request  confidenlialky.  If  you  wish  to  withhold  your  name  or  address  from  public  review  or  from 
disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Infonnalion  Act  (FOIA).  you  must  slate  this  prominently  at  the  beginning  of  your  comments. 
Such  requests  will  be  honored  to  the  extent  allowed  by  taw.  All  submissions  from  organizations  or  businesses,  and  from 
individuals  at  officials  representing  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  made  available  for  publie  inspection  in  their  entirely. 


Please  tarn  in  Ihb  fomi  at  tbe  registration  desk  or  mail  by  9  December  2013,  to: 
Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN, 

2261  Hughes  Ave^  Ste.  155 
JBSA  Uckland  AFB,  TX  78236-9853 


Final 
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KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Public  Hearing  Written  Comment  Form 

For  more  information  or  to  submit  comments  online,  please  go  to:  www.icc-46A-beddown.com 
PLEASE  PRINT  LEGIBLY. 

LOCATION: 


DATE: 


••••  CONTINUE  ON  BACK  FOR  MORE  SPACE  •••• 

Individual  respoodents  nuiy  request  conDdcntlulity.  if  you  wish  to  withhold  your  name  or  address  from  puMic  review  or  fmm 
disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Informalinn  Act  (FOLA),  you  must  stale  this  prominently  at  Ihc  beginning  of  your  cumments. 
Such  requests  will  be  honored  to  the  extent  aihmed  I«m.  All  submissions  from  organizations  or  businesses,  and  frum 
individuots  or  officials  rcprc-scnlkig  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  made  available  for  public  inspection  In  their  entirety. 


Please  turn  in  this  form  at  the  registration  desk  or  mail  by  9  December  2013,  to: 
Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
V.S.  Air  Foixe,  AFCEC/CZN. 

2261  Hughes  Ave.,  Ste.  155 
JBSA  Uckiond  AFB.TX  78236-9853 
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6NVIRONMENTA1.  HEALTH  S6C,iiuin 
Gold  Seal  Cenlef.  918  E  DivtdeAve  /  V'’ 

^  NORTH  DAKOTA  Bismarck.  NO  58501-1947  '  u  ') 

•Jf  DEPARTMENT.!/  HEALTH  701  328  6200  (fax)  \ 

www.ndheallh  gov 


October  14.2013 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
United  Stales  Air  Force 
AFCHC^C/N 

2261  Hughes  Ave..  Sie.  155 
JHSA  Lackland.  TX  7X236-9853 

Rc:  Drull  l.IS  for  the  1CC-46A  {'ormul  I'ruining  Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Ha.se  Beddown 
(jrand  I-orks  AI-B.  Cirand  Forks  County.  North  Dakota 

Dear  Ms,  Reynolds: 

This  deparlnienl  has  reviewed  the  inlonnaiion  concerning  the  above-rcrercnccd  project  .submitted  under 
date  oCSeptcmbcr  26. 2013.  with  respect  to  possible  environmental  intpacls. 

This  department  believes  that  environmental  impacts  from  the  propo.sed  construction  will  be  minor  and 
can  be  ctmtrolled  by  proper  construction  methods.  With  respect  to  construction,  we  have  the  following 
coninients: 

1 .  All  ncccssarv  measures  mast  be  taken  to  minimi/c  fugitive  dust  emissions  created  during 
construction  activities.  Any  complaints  that  may  ari.se  are  to  be  dealt  with  in  an  elTicient  and 
etfective  manner, 

2.  ('are  is  to  be  taken  during  construction  activity  near  any  water  of  the  slate  to  minimize  adverse  effects 
on  a  water  body.  This  includes  minimal  disturbance  of  stream  beds  and  bunks  to  prevent  excess 
siltation,  and  the  replacement  and  revegetation  of  an>  disturbed  area  us  soon  as  possible  after  wt)rk 
has  been  completed.  Caution  must  also  he  taken  to  prevent  spills  of  oil  and  grease  that  may  reach  the 
receiving  water  from  equipment  maintenance,  and/or  the  handling  of  fuels  on  the  site.  Ciuidelines  for 
minimizing  degradation  to  waterways  during  construction  are  atlaeheil 

3.  Projects  disturbing  tme  or  more  acres  are  required  to  have  a  permit  to  discliarge  sloitn  water  runoff 
until  the  site  is  stabilized  by  the  reestablishment  of  vegetation  or  other  permanent  ct>ver.  Further 
information  on  the  storm  water  pennit  may  be  obtained  from  the  Department’s  website  or  by  calling 
the  Division  of  Water  Quality  (701-328-5210). 

The  facility  is  currently  covered  by  the  NDPDHS  industrial  storm  water  pennit.  I  he  Depanment 
recommends  reviewing  whether  storm  water  quality  improvements  can  be  incorpv>raled  as  part  of  any 
development  or  redevelopment  project.  Check  with  local  olTicials  to  be  sure  any  local  stonii  water 
niunagement  considerations  are  addressed, 


G_003_D_A 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds  2.  October  14.  2013 

4.  All  necessary  measures  must  be  taken  to  minimize  the  di.sturbancc  of  any  asbe.sios-containing 
material  and  to  prevent  any  asbestos  fiber  release  episodes,  Any  facility  that  is  to  be  renovated  or 
demolished  must  be  inspected  for  asbestos.  Notification  of  the  Department’s  Division  of  Air  Quality 
(701-328-5188)  is  required  before  any  demolition.  Removal  of  any  friable  asbestos-containing 
material  must  be  accomplished  in  accordance  with  secii<in  33-15-13-02  of  the  North  Dakota  air 
pollution  control  rules, 

5.  Noise  from  construction  activities  may  have  adverse  effects  on  persons  who  live  near  the  construction 
area.  Noise  levels  can  be  minimiz.ed  by  ensuring  that  construction  equipment  is  equipped  with  a 
recommended  mufilcr  in  good  working  order.  Noise  effects  can  also  be  minimized  by  ensuring  that 
construction  activities  arc  not  conducted  during  early  morning  or  late  evening  hours. 

6.  Many  buildings  constructed  prior  to  1978  have  interior  and  e.xlerior  surfaces  ci^aled  with  lead-based 
paint.  The  Office  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (I  II  'D),  as  well  as  other  Federal  Housing 
Authorities,  have  implemented  requirements  for  reducing  e.xposure  to  lead  from  lead-based  paint.  If 
the  building  receives  Federal  funding,  these  materials  must  be  handled  according  to  their 
requirements  which  may  include  the  use  of  properly  trained  individuals  for  removal  and  disposal.  If 
the  building  does  not  receive  F'cdcrul  funding,  the  lead-ba.scd  paint  should  he  properly  handled  to 
reduce  or  prevent  exposing  workers  and  building  oecupanfs  to  lead. 

The  department  owns  no  land  in  or  adjacent  to  the  proposed  improvements,  nor  does  it  Ituve  any  projects 
.scheduled  in  the  area.  In  addition,  we  believe  the  proposed  activities  arc  consistent  with  the  .State  Imple¬ 
mentation  Flan  for  the  Control  of  Air  Pollution  for  the  Stale  of  North  Dakota. 

These  comments  arc  based  on  the  inlbrmation  provided  about  the  project  in  the  above-referenced 
submiltul.  The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Fngincers  may  require  a  water  quality  certification  from  this 
department  lor  the  project  if  the  project  is  subject  to  their  Section  404  permitting  process.  Any  additional 
information  which  may  be  required  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Fngineers  under  the  process  w'ill  be 
considered  by  this  department  in  our  determination  regarding  the  issuance  of  such  a  certification 

IJ  you  have  any  question.s  regarding  our  comments,  plca.se  feel  free  to  contact  this  olfice. 

Sincerely. 


I„  David  GlattTP.IL.  Chief 
Lnvironmcntal  Health  Section 

LDO:cc 

.Attach. 


Environmental  Hsaitr-  Division  of  Division  of  Oiviunn  of  Division  of 

Section  CfrK>is  Offiu'  An  Ouei'ty  Muntopai  F«ciiit>d»  Waste  '  Qualiry 

70t'i285i50  ’013285188  701  3285211  701  32HM86  70iJ2S52lO 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  HEALTH  SECTION 
Gold  Seal  Center,  918  E  Divide  Ave. 

Bismarck,  ND  58501-1947  ‘  {\ 

701  328.5200  (fax)  \ 

WWW  ndheallh  gov 


Construction  and  Environmental  Disturbance  RequLrements 


These  represent  the  minimum  requirements  of  the  North  Dakota  Department  of  Health 
They  ensure  that  minimal  environmental  degradation  occurs  as  a  result  of  construction 
or  related  work  which  has  the  potential  to  affect  the  waters  of  the  Stale  of  North  Dakota. 
All  projects  will  be  designed  and  implemented  to  restrict  the  losses  or  disturbances  of 
soil,  vegetative  cover,  and  pollutants  (chemical  or  biological)  from  a  site. 

Soils 

Prevent  the  erosion  of  exposed  soil  surfaces  and  trapping  sediments  being  transported 
Examples  include,  but  are  not  restricted  to,  sediment  dams  or  berms,  diversion  dikes, 
hay  bales  as  erosion  checks,  riprap,  mesh  or  burlap  blankets  to  hold  soil  during 
constaiction.  and  immediately  establishing  vegetative  cover  on  disturbed  areas  after 
construction  is  completed.  Fragile  and  sensitive  areas  such  as  wetlands,  riparian 
zones,  delicate  flora,  or  land  resources  will  be  protected  against  compaction,  vegetation 
loss,  and  unnecessary  damage 

Surface  Waters 

All  construction  which  directly  or  indirectly  impacts  aquatic  systems  will  be  managed  to 
minimize  impacts.  All  attempts  will  be  made  to  prevent  the  contamination  of  water  at 
construction  sites  from  fuel  spillage,  lubricants,  and  chemicals,  by  following  safe  storage 
and  handling  procedures.  Stream  bank  and  stream  bed  disturbances  will  be  controlled 
to  minimize  and/or  prevent  silt  movement,  nutrient  upsurges,  plant  dislocation,  and  any 
physical,  chemical,  or  biological  disruption.  The  use  of  pesticides  or  herbicides  in  or 
near  these  systems  is  forbidden  without  approval  from  this  Department. 

Fill  Material 

Any  fill  material  placed  below  the  high  water  mark  must  be  free  of  lop  soils, 
decomposable  materials,  and  persistent  synthetic  organic  compounds  (In  toxic 
concentrations).  This  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to.  asphalt,  tires,  treated  lumber,  and 
construction  debris.  The  Department  may  require  testing  of  fill  materials.  All  temporary 
fills  must  be  removed.  Debris  and  solid  wastes  will  be  removed  from  the  site  and  the 
impacted  areas  restored  as  nearly  as  possible  to  the  original  condition. 


G.0Q4.D„A 


From:  Davis,  Jeffrey  [mailto:ieffrev,davis<5)bia.govl 
Ser>t:  Thursday,  October  31,  2013 11:42  AM 
To:  REYNOLDS,  JEAN  A  CIV  USAF  HAF  AFCEC/aN 
Cc:  Marilyn  Bercier;  Mark  Herman 

Subject:  Draft  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOBl)  Beddown  EIS 
Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

Upon  review  of  the  Draft  EIS,  I  have  no  comments  to  add  to  the  document,  however  we  would 
appreciate  to  be  kept  informed  of  future  developments. 

Best  Regards. 


Jeffrey  Davis,  Environmental  Protection  Specialist 

Division  of  Environmental.  Safety  and  Cultural  Resource  Management 

Bureau  of  Indian  Af^irs,  MC  208 

115  4th  Ave.  SE,  Suite  4X 

Aberdeen,  SD  57401 

Phone:  605-226-7656 

Fax:  60S  226-7757 

WARNING;  This  e-mail  may  contain  Privacy  Act  Data/Sensitive  Data  which  is  intended  only  for  the  use  of 
the  mdividuai(s)  to  whom  it  is  addressed.  It  may  contain  information  that  is  privileged,  confidential,  or 
otherwise  protected  from  disclosure  under  applicable  laws.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  you 
are  hereby  notified  that  any  distribution  or  copy  of  this  e-mail  is  strictly  prohibited. 


"ACCESS  TO  THIS  INFORMATION  tS  LIMITED  TO  AUTHORIZED  PERSONNEL  ONLY" 
Information  wilt  not  be  disclosed  unless  permitted  pursuant  to  43  CFR  2.56. 


Envinanmantai  Health  Division  of 

5actX>n  ChwTs  OfTice  Air  Quality 

701328  5150  701  328  5188 


Division  of  Division  of 

Muniopal  Facilities  Waste  Management 

701.328  5211  701  320  5166 

Pnnttf}  I  n  recycM  iMper 


Division  of 
Water  Quality 
701  328  5210 
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Federol  Aviation 

Administration 


NOV  1 » 20t3 

J.  Dale  C'lark 

Chief.  Air  Force  NEPA  Ceiiler 
2261  Hughes  Avenue.  Suite  155 
.IHSA  l.ackland.  TX  782.^6-0853 

Dear  Mr.  Clark: 

I  hunk  \ou  for  your  September  26  letter  referencing  the  I>afl  F!n\  ironmental  Impact 
Slalemenl  for  the  KC-46A  Fomial  I  raining  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
(Mf)B  1 )  Beddown. 

I  he  I'ederal  Av  iation  Administration  (FAA)  Airspace  Services  (AJV-l )  has  reviewed  the 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  imd  determined  that  the 
I'cdcral  action  described  within  the  document  does  not  involve  changes  in  airspace  or 
involve  T  AA  action  regarding  airspace  manugemenl.  As  such.  AJV-l  has  no  comment 

AJV-l  has  Ibrwarded  the  link  to  ihc  IdS  website  (http:VwwAv,kc-46a- 
beddown.com/index. asp.x)  which  contains  electronic  copies  of  the  document  tt) 
the  appropriate  Air  Traffic  Organization  Serv  ice  Centers  for  tlieir  review.  All  comments 
will  be  provided  electronically  through  the  I-IS  website  before  the  public  comment  period 
ends  on  December  2012. 

Thank  you  for  providing  this  document  to  AJV-l  and  we  look  forward  to  wi^rking  with 
all  ol'our  Department  of  Defense  partners  in  managing  the  National  Airspace  System. 

Sincerely. 

i5ennis  E.  Roberts 
Director.  Airspace  Services 
Air  I  raffic  Organization 


G_006_D_A 


— -Original  Message-—— 

From  Weispfenning.  Linda  L  | _ 

Sent.  Monday.  December  09,  2iJl3  to  .‘VM 
To  REYNOLDS.  JEAN  A  CIV  USAF  HAF  AFCEOCZX 
Subject  RC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS  Website  request 


L^ar  Ms.  Reynolds: 


The  following  comments  are  submitted  regarding  the  Drafi  Environmental  Impact  Statement  involvmg  the  KC-46 
Formal  Training  Unit  (FTL')  and  First  Mam  Operating  Base  (kK)B  1  Beddown 

Page  2-61.  Par^raph  5,  Line  3.  The  North  Dakota  state  agency  re.sptmsible  for  certification  of  Section  401  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  i-sihc  North  Dakota  Department  of  Health  and  NOT  the  North  Dakota  State  Water  Commission  as 
stated  If  wetlands  with  a  watershed  great  than  60  acres  are  dnuned  or  filletl.  a  pcnnii  is  required  from  the  North 
Dakota  State  Engineer 

Page  4-75,  Par^raph  1.  Line  5:  The  North  Dakota  state  agency  respcmsible  for  certification  of  Section  401  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  is  the  North  Dakota  Department  of  Health  and  NOT  the  North  Dakota  State  Water  ("kimmussion  a.s 
stated  If  wetlands  with  a  watershed  greater  Uian  80  acres  are  drained  or  filled,  a  pcmnl  is  requued  Dx>ni  the  North 
Dakota  Stale  Engineer 

Sincerely. 

Linda  Weisptenning 
ND  State  W'aier  Commission 


WE.  Blvd  Ave.Depi  770 


Bismarck.  ND  58505 

701-328-4967  (w) 
701-328-3696  (fax) 
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ci»»ice  ft 
eMFOMUtMINTANO 
C'-MPLl-NSi  AEtSUKAWt 


Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
USAK  AFCEC/C/.N 
2261  Hughes  Avenue.  Suite  155 
JBSA  Lackland  AFB.  TX  78236-9853 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the 
DeparimetU  of  the  Air  Force's  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  KC-46A  Formal 
Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  (CEQ  No.  20130301). 

The  draft  EIS  addressed  the  potential  environmental  elTects  ofestablishing  a  KC-46A  FTU  to 
train  crew  and  support  personnel  to  operate  the  KC-46A  aircraft  and  the  MOB  I  to  provide  a  combat 
operational  KC-46A  aerial  refueling  force.  The  KC-46A  aerial  refueling  aircraft  will  replace  a  portion  of 
the  aging  lleet  of  KC-135  Slratoiankers.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  idciUincd  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  as  the 
preferred  alternative  for  the  FTU  scenario  and  McConnell  AFB  as  the  preferred  alternative  For  the  MOB  I 
scenario.  Alius  AFB  includes  the  beddown  of  one  TfU  squadron  by  Air  Education  and  Training 
Command  with  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft.  McConnel  AFB  would  be  the  beddown  of  throe  squadrons 
by  the  Air  Mobility  Command  with  36  KC-46A  aircraft. 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  EIS  provides  an  adequate  discussion  of  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  and  we  have  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impacts  requiring  substantive  changes. 
EPA  has  rated  the  draft  U  IS  as  LO  -  -‘Lack  of  Objections.”  A  summary  of  EPA's  rating  is  enclosed. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  EIS.  The  stalT contact  for  the  review  is  Candi 
Schaedle  and  she  can  be  reached 


Enclosure 


AdJim  tURLr  d'-' 
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SOMMAKY  OF  RA'I  INO  DEFINU  IONS  AND  FOLLOW  LI’  ACTION' 

Kiiviruiiirienlal  lnip»c(  of  the  Action 
LO-Lack  ofObieotions 

The  EPA  review  has  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impacts  requiring  siibaiannve  changes  lo  the 
propoNal  file  review  may  have  disclosed  opportuniiies  for  application  of  niiiigniiun  measures  ihni  could  be 
accomplished  wiih  no  more  than  minor  changes  to  the  proposal 

ilC-Envirunmcnlal  Ccincenis 

I  he  EPA  review  lia-s  identified  cnviroiunenlal  imp.ncls  that  should  he  avoided  in  order  lo  fully  protect  the 
eiivitonmenl.  Corrective  measures  may  require  changes  to  the  preferred  altrmative  or  application  of  miiigalion 
measuics  ihai  can  reduce  the  cnviroiimcniol  impacu  EPA  would  like  lo  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these 
impacts 

The  l-l'A  review  has  identified  significant  environmeniai  unpacts  that  must  be  avoided  in  order  to  provide  adequate 
pioiectioii  for  the  environment  Corrective  measures  may  require  substantial  changes  to  the  preferred  allemativc  or 
consideration  of  some  other  project  allenialive  (including  the  no  action  aliemalive  or  a  new  alternative)  I.FA 
intends  lo  work  with  the  lead  agency  u,>  reduce  these  impacts 

EU-Environmeiitallv  Unsatisfactory 

Ihe  EI’A  review  has  ideniificd  adveisc  environmental  impacts  th.U  are  of  sufficient  magnitude  dial  lliey  air 
uii.saiisfacioi'y  Fiom  the  slandpoim  of  public  health  oi  wclf.’iic  or  enviionmenial  quality  EPA  intends  lo  woik  with 
ilie  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts.  If  the  potential  unsatisfactory  impacts  are  not  correcicd  at  the  final  EIS 
sate,  ihis  proposal  will  be  rccomntended  foi  referral  lo  the  CEO- 

.\di-(]UHcy  of  till’  ImpiH-t  Slnteineiit 

Cotep.orv  l-Adeouatc 

The  I-:PA  bclieve-s  the  drall  EIS  .adequately  sets  fortli  (he  environmental  impatl(s)  ol  the  preferred  nitcraiivc  and 
those  of  the  uliemauvrs  reasonably  available  lo  the  project  or  action  No  furilier  analysis  or  data  collecting  is 
necessary,  but  the  reviewer  may  suggest  the  addition  of  clarifying  language  or  mtbmiation 

CaicEOrv  2-ln5uft'icieni  Infommiion 

1  he  draft  EIS  does  not  contain  sufficient  inlonnatioit  for  the  EPA  to  fully  assess  the  environmental  mipacl'i  that 
should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  proieci  the  enviromneni.  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  idcriiificd  new  reasonably 
aviiiUnblc  alicrnalivcR  that  aie  within  the  .spectrum  of  alicrnaiives  analyicd  in  the  diafi  EIS,  which  .  ouKi  reduce  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  action,  The  idcniified  addilion.sl  mfomialion.  data,  analyses,  or  discussion  should  he 
included  in  the  final  LIS 

UBiceorv  3- 1  nadcciuate 

LPA  does  not  bche\e  that  the  drnlT  EIS  adequately  assesses  pmetmally  significant  cnvironnicninl  impacts  ofihc 
action,  or  the  F.PA  leviewui  lias  identified  new,  rcasoiiahly  available  alternaiives  lhai  ,ire  outsiilr  ol  the  spectrum  of 
allemolivcs  analyzed  in  the  diafi  EIS.  which  should  be  analyzed  m  older  lo  reduce  the  potentially  signUicani 
environmental  impacts,  EPA  believes  that  the  identified  additional  infonnalion,  data  analyses,  or  discussions  arc  of 
such  a  magninide  that  they  should  have  Full  public  review  at  a  dnti  stage  CPA  docs  nol  believe  that  the  diafi  EIS  is 
adequate  for  the  purposes  of  the  NEPA  and-or  Section  309  review,  and  thus  should  br  fommlly  revised  and  made 
available  for  public  comment  in  a  .supplemental  or  revised  draft  EIS  On  the  basis  ofihe  poicniml  sigmficam  impacts 
involved,  ihis  proposal  vould  be  a  candidate  foi  lefeiral  to  the  CFO 
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U.S.  AIR  FORCE 


KC-46A  BEDDOWN  PUBLIC  HEARING 


November  18,  2013 
5:32  p.m. 


HEARING  LOCATION:  Alerus  Center 

Hawk  Meeting  Room 
1200  42nd  Street  South 
Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


HEARING  OFFICER:  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Natalie  Richardson 

REPORTER:  Kerstin  I.  Haukebo 
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1  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Good  evening.  If  you 

2  haven't  already,  can  you  please  take  your  seat,  and  if 

3  you  have  a  cell  phone  or  other  electronic  device  can  you 

4  make  sure  to  silence  it  or  turn  it  off  at  this  point. 

5  Some  of  you  may  have  been  speaking  with 

6  Air  Force  representatives.  Those  representatives,  time 

7  allowing,  will  be  available  on  breaks  or  at  the  end  of 

8  this  hearing  to  —  for  further  discussion  on  the 

9  proposal . 

10  The  time  is  a  little  after  5:30,  and  we  will 

11  now  start  the  hearing.  Thank  you  for  attending  the 

12  public  hearing  of  the  draft  environmental  impact 

13  statement,  or  draft  EIS,  for  the  proposed  formal 

14  training  unit  and  first  main  operating  base  beddown  of 

15  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 

16  I'm  Lieutenant  colonel  Natalie  Richardson,  and 

17  I  will  be  your  hearing  officer  tonight.  I'm  an 

18  Air  Force  judge  and  will  be  acting  as  the  moderator 

19  tonight. 

20  As  the  moderator,  my  role  is  to  ensure  that  the 

21  Air  Force  provides  a  fair,  orderly,  and  impartial 

22  hearing  where  you  have  the  opportunity  to  make  comments 

23  on  the  proposal. 

24  I  do  not  work  for  anyone  at  Air  Mobility 

25  Command,  the  Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center, 
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1  Air  Education  and  Training  Command,  or  any  of  the 

2  Air  Force  bases  under  consideration  for  the  proposed 

3  action. 

4  I  am  not  involved  in  any  way  with  the 

5  development  of  this  draft  EIS.  Also,  I  do  not  act  as  a 

6  legal  adviser  to  the  Air  Force  representatives  working 

7  on  this  proposal. 

8  This  hearing  is  held  in  accordance  with  the 

9  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  or 

10  NEPA,  as  implemented  by  the  council  on  environmental 

11  quality  regulations  and  the  Air  Force,  we  are  here 

12  tonight  to  present  information  on  the  environmental 

13  impacts  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  and  to  take  your 

14  comments  on  the  draft  EIS. 

15  Tonight's  hearing  is  one  of  several 

16  opportunities  for  public  comments.  This  hearing  is  an 

17  opportunity  for  you  to  express  your  views  and  concerns 

18  about  the  adequacy  of  the  environmental  analysis 

19  contained  in  the  draft  EIS  as  well  as  any  issues  related 

20  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  process. 

21  This  hearing  is  not  a  debate  or  a  vote  on  the 

22  draft  EIS,  and  it  is  not  a  question-and-answer  session. 

23  We  welcome  your  input  on  the  environmental  analysis 

24  presented  in  the  draft  EIS.  Comments  about  other 

25  unrelated  issues  can  certainly  be  made,  but  they  will 
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not  assist  the  decision-making  process  for  the 
draft  EIS. 

I  would  like  to  begin  this  hearing  by 
introducing  the  NEPA  team,  beginning  with  the  team 
leader,  colonel  Todd  cargle,  with  the  Air  Force  Mobility 
Command,  who  will  present  details  of  the  proposed  action 
and  alternatives. 

Next  is  Jean  Reynolds,  EIS  project  manager  at 
the  Air  Force  NEPA  center,  who  will  discuss  results  of 
the  NEPA  process. 

Representatives  from  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base 
are  present,  and,  although  not  part  of  the  analysis 
team,  they  have  provided  detailed-based  information, 
which  is  critical  to  a  thorough  analysis  of  impacts  in 
the  draft  EIS.  Lastly,  representatives  from  Leidos  are 
here  supporting  the  Air  Force  as  the  contractor. 

Transcribing  tonight's  hearing  is 
Kerstin  Haukebo,  with  Doug  Ketcham  &  Associates,  and  I 
would  also  like  to  recognize  Ms.  Meg  Morley  from 
Senator  Heitkamp's  office. 

Colonel  Cargle  will  first  present  information 
on  the  proposed  action  and  the  alternatives.  Then 
Ms.  Reynolds  will  provide  an  overview  of  the  NEPA 
process  and  will  summarize  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  of  the  proposal . 
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1  After  their  presentations,  which  should  take 

2  about  20  minutes,  we  are  going  to  have  a  short  break, 

3  probably  until  6:15.  At  6:15  we  will  begin  our  oral 

4  comment  period,  during  which  you  can  provide  input  on 

5  the  proposed  action  draft  EIS  analysis  and  potential 

6  environmental  impacts. 

7  Your  comments  will  become  part  of  the  official 

8  record  of  the  final  EIS.  Please  note  that  informal 

9  discussions  at  our  informational  displays  will  not 

10  become  part  of  the  EIS  record,  so  if  you  have  items 

11  of  --  items  of  concern  about  the  analysis  in  the 

12  draft  EIS  that  you  would  like  to  bring  to  our  attention, 

13  please  do  so  during  our  formal  comment  opportunity  or  in 

14  writing. 

15  If  you  do  not  choose  to  make  an  oral  comment, 

16  you  can  submit  written  comments,  either  by  turning  in  a 

17  comment  form  this  evening  or  by  mailing  it  to  the 

18  address  shown  on  the  screen. 

19  Comments  may  also  be  submitted  online  at 

20  www.kc-46a-beddown.com.  if  you  have  not  had  a  chance  to 

21  review  the  draft  EIS,  it  is  available  on  the  web  site  or 

22  at  one  of  the  public  libraries  listed  here. 

23  The  Air  Force  welcomes  public  comments  in 

24  writing  at  any  time  during  the  environmental  impact 

25  analysis  process.  To  receive  timely  consideration  for 
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the  final  EIS,  please  submit  your  comments  by 
December  9,  2013. 

Your  comments  will  provide  the  decision  maker 
with  information  to  assist  in  making  a  decision 
regarding  where  the  formal  training  unit,  or  FTU,  and 
first  main  operating  base,  or  MOB  1,  will  be  located. 

Your  comments,  during  this  process,  provide  the  benefit 
of  your  knowledge  of  the  local  area  and  your  concerns 
about  the  environmental  impacts  or  analysis. 

we  will  now  move  into  the  briefings.  During 
the  briefings  our  speakers  will  be  reading  from  prepared 
scripts.  The  briefings  are  written  to  make  certain  each 
speaker  covers  all  pertinent  information  and  that  it  is 
consistent  for  all  four  hearings.  And,  with  that.  I'll 
turn  the  mike  over  to  colonel  cargle. 

COLONEL  CARGLE:  Good  evening  and  welcome.  I'm 
colonel  Todd  cargle.  I  currently  serve  as  the  chief  of 
the  programs  division,  within  plans,  requirements,  and 
programs  directorate,  at  Headquarters  Air  Mobility 
command,  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 

I'm  a  command  pilot,  4,000  hours  experience  in 
mobility  aircraft,  including  being  an  instructor  and  an 
evaluator  in  the  KC-135.  I've  operated  and  led  mobility 
forces  in  all  facets  of  the  mission,  including  five 
combined  deployments  to  Afghanistan  and  Iraq. 
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1  That  being  said,  welcome  to  this  evening's 

2  meeting.  As  the  team  leader  I  encourage  you  to  assist 

3  the  Air  Force  in  meeting  its  requirements  to  comply  with 

4  the  NEPA  process. 

5  Your  attendance  tonight  indicates  your  interest 

6  in  this  proposed  action,  and  I  hope  your  comments  will 

7  provide  us  with  improvements  or  areas  where  further 

8  analysis  is  needed.  All  comments  will  be  properly 

9  reviewed,  analyzed,  and  addressed  in  the  final  EIS. 

10  The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  involved  the 

11  KC-46A’ s  role  in  the  Air  Force  tanker  fleet 

12  modernization  effort.  The  goal  of  this  effort  is  to 

13  ensure  future  tankers  are  best  available  to  support  a 

14  high-threat,  multi-role  war-fighting  capability  to 

15  commanders  ivorldwide. 

16  To  perform  this  mission,  trained  aircrews, 

17  maintenance,  and  support  personnel  must  be  available  to 

18  meet  KC-46A  inventory  delivery  dates  as  older  tanker 

19  aircraft  are  removed  from  the  inventory. 

20  while  we  will  continue  to  operate  the  legacy 

21  tanker  fleet  of  aircraft,  the  KC-46A  provides  several 

22  advantages,  including  ability  to  refuel  any  fixed-wing 

23  aircraft  on  any  mission,  capable  of  refueling  multiple 

24  aircraft  at  once,  increased  airlift  capability,  receiver 

25  air  refueling,  and  improved  force  protection  and 
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1  survivability. 

2  The  Air  Force  is  proposing  to  establish  an  FTU 

3  and  the  first  MOB  for  KC-46A  aircraft,  along  with 

4  required  infrastructure  and  manpower,  at  two  active-duty 

5  Air  Force  bases  in  the  continental  United  States. 

6  The  FTU  will  train  personnel  to  safely  and 

7  effectively  fly  and  operate  KC-46A  aircraft.  The 

8  operational  MOB  1  mission  utilizes  pilots,  copilots, 

9  boom  operators,  and  other  support  staff  to  operate  and 

10  maintain  the  aircraft  to  provide  ivorldwide  refueling, 

11  cargo,  or  aeromedical  evaluation  support. 

12  The  action  alternative  consists  of  two  parts: 

13  The  first  part  is  the  KC-46A  FTU,  which  places  up  to 

14  eight  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft,  for  one  squadron,  at  one 

15  base. 

16  The  second  part  of  the  action  alternative  is 

17  the  selection  of  the  first  KC-46A  mob.  This  action 

18  places  36  KC-46A  aircraft  in  three  squadrons  at  one 

19  base. 

20  The  no-action  alternative  is  required  by  NEPA 

21  and  was  evaluated  at  each  proposed  beddown  location  to 

22  provide  a  baseline  for  decision  makers.  The  no-action 

23  alternative  evaluates  the  environmental  consequences  of 

24  not  basing  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any  base. 

25  In  the  draft  EIS  the  Air  Force  analyzed  the 
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2  Altus  Air  Force  Base  in  Oklahoma  or  McConnell  Air  Force 

3  Base  in  Kansas. 

4  The  Air  Force  also  analyzed  the  environmental 

5  consequences  of  basing  MOB  1  at  Altus  Air  Force  Base  in 

6  Oklahoma,  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  in  Washington, 

7  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  in  North  Dakota,  or 

8  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  in  Kansas.  In  this  action  no 

9  base  will  be  selected  to  host  both  the  KC-46A  FTU  and 

10  MOB  1  missions. 

11  In  May  of  this  year  the  secretary  of  the 

12  Air  Force  announced  Altus  Air  Force  Base  as  the 

13  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46A  FTU. 

14  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  was  selected  as  the  preferred 

15  alternative  for  the  first  KC-46A  main  operating  base. 

16  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  and  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base 

17  were  announced  as  reasonable  alternatives  for  the  MOB  1 

18  mission. 

19  This  table  summarizes  the  bases  being 

20  considered  for  each  KC-46A  mission  and  how  the  existing 

21  missions  could  be  impacted.  The  following  slides 

22  summarize  the  aircraft  facilities  and  manpower  changes 

23  anticipated  to  be  required  to  support  the  KC-46A 

24  mission.  If  Altus  is  selected  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  or  the 

25  MOB  1  mission,  the  existing  KC-135  and  C-17  missions 
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2  Implementation  of  the  FTU  mission  will  require 

3  a  variety  of  on-base  development  projects,  including 

4  demolition,  new  construction,  or  —  and  renovation.  The 

5  FTU  mission  would  increase  the  area  population  by 

6  approximately  578  people,  including  estimated 

7  dependents,  and  would  result  in  a  38  percent  increase  in 

8  annual  aircraft  operations. 

9  At  each  base  KC-46A  aircrews  would  utilize  the 

10  existing  KC-135  flight  tracks,  air  fueling  tracks,  and 

11  fuel  jettison  areas,  if  necessary. 

12  KC-46A  aircrews,  associated  with  the  FTU,  would 

13  use  the  same  four  auxilliary  airfields  that  are 

14  currently  being  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  These  include 

15  Clinton-sherman  industrial  Airpark,  Lubbock  Preston 

16  smith  International  Airport,  Fort  worth  Alliance 

17  Airport,  and  Rick  Husband  Amarillo  international 

18  Airport. 

19  For  the  purposes  of  this  draft  EIS,  Altus  was 

20  evaluated  for  the  potential  environmental  impacts 

21  associated  with  mob  1.  implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

22  mission  would  result  in  more  new  construction, 

23  demolition,  and  renovation  than  the  FTU  mission  and 

24  would  increase  the  population  by  approximately  4,917 

25  people,  including  estimated  dependents. 
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3  with  MOB  1  and  all  of  the  bases  will  not  use  auxiliary 

4  airfields. 

5  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  has  been  identified  as 

6  an  alternative  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  If  Fairchild  is 

7  selected  to  host  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  existing  30 

8  KC-135  aircraft  will  be  replaced  with  36  KC-46A 

9  aircraft. 

10  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  would 

11  require  a  variety  of  on-base  development  projects, 

12  including  demolition,  new  construction,  and  renovation. 

13  This  mission  would  increase  the  area  population  by 

14  approximately  1,095  people,  including  estimated 

15  dependents,  and  would  result  in  a  62  percent  increase  in 

16  annual  aircraft  operations. 

17  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  has  been  identified 

18  as  an  alternative  for  the  MOB  1  mission.  If  Grand  Forks 

19  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  existing 

20  remotely  piloted  aircraft  missions  would  continue  and 

21  the  KC-46A  mission  would  constitute  an  additional 

22  mission. 

23  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  will 

24  require  a  variety  of  on-base  development  projects, 

25  including  demolition,  new  construction,  and  renovation. 
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1  This  mission  would  increase  the  area  population  by 

2  approximately  4,526  people,  including  estimated 
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dependents,  and  would  result  in  a  226  percent  increase 

in  annual  aircraft  operations. 

If  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  is  selected  as  the 
host  —  excuse  me  —  if  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  is 
selected  to  host  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  existing  44 
KC-135  aircraft  would  be  replaced  by  36  KC-46A  aircraft. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  would 
require  a  variety  of  on-base  development  projects, 
including  demolition,  new  construction ,  and  renovation. 
This  mission  will  decrease  the  area  population  by 
approximately  291  people,  including  estimated 
dependents,  and  would  result  in  a  24  percent  increase  in 
annual  aircraft  operations. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  draft  EIS,  McConnell 
was  evaluated  for  the  potential  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  FTU  mission.  This 
evaluation  conducted  —  was  conducted  under  the 
assumption  that  the  existing  KC-135  mission  will  remain 
in  place. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  --  of  the  FTU  mission 
would  result  in  less  new  construction,  demolition,  and 
renovation  than  the  MOB  1  mission  and  would  increase  the 
area  population  by  approximately  570  people,  including 
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estimated  dependents.  Annual  aircraft  operations  would 
also  increase  by  approximately  107  percent. 

KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  the  FTU  would 
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4  also  use  three  auxiliary  airfields  that  are  currently 

5  being  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  These  airfields  include 

6  Cl inton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark,  Forbes  Field,  and 

7  Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport. 

8  We  would  like  to  emphasize  that,  although 

9  preferred  alternatives  for  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  have  been 

10  announced,  no  final  decision  has  been  made  on  basing 

11  either  of  the  two  KC-46A  missions  currently  under 

12  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS. 

13  We  look  forward  to  inputs  provided  from  the 

14  public  and  affected  communities  as  we  proceed  through 

15  the  environmental  impact  analysis,  once  the 

16  requirements  for  the  environmental  impact  analysis 

17  process  are  complete,  the  Air  Force  will  make  its  final 

18  basing  decision. 

19  Thank  you  for  your  attention.  I  will  now  turn 

20  the  presentation  over  to  Ms.  lean  Reynolds,  the 

21  Air  Force  project  manager  for  the  EIS,  to  discuss  the 

22  NEPA  process  and  provide  greater  detail  on  the  potential 

23  impacts  as  described  in  the  draft  EIS.  Thank  you. 

24  MS.  REYNOLDS:  Good  evening.  I  am 

25  lean  Reynolds,  the  Air  Force  NEPA  center  project  manager 
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1  for  the  analysis  of  this  proposed  action.  I'm  here 

2  tonight  to  discuss  the  result  of  the  environmental 

3  impact  analysis  for  the  proposal  presented  by 
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Colonel  Cargle. 

The  draft  EIS  has  been  prepared  in  accordance 
with  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  which  requires  federal 
agencies  to  analyze  potential  environmental  consequences 
of  a  proposed  action  and  reasonable  alternatives, 
including  a  no-action  alternative,  before  any  action  is 
taken . 

The  goal  of  conducting  an  EIS  is  to  support 
sound  decisions  for  the  assessment  of  potential 
environmental  consequences  as  well  as  involving  the 
public  in  the  process.  The  results  of  the  analysis  and 
other  relevant  factors  will  be  considered  before  a 
decision  is  made  by  the  Air  Force  on  its  proposal. 

Your  input,  during  the  past  public  scoping 
period  and  public  comment  period,  will  help  the 
secretary  of  the  Air  Force  make  the  most  informed 
decision  possible. 

As  you  can  see,  on  this  slide,  there  are 
several  key  steps  to  the  environmental  impact  analysis 
process,  we  are  currently  at  the  public  and  agency 
draft  review  stage. 

This  period  began  with  the  federal  register 
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publication  of  the  notice  of  availability  for  the  draft 

EIS.  At  that  time  copies  of  the  draft  EIS  were  mailed 

to  local  libraries,  state  and  federal  representatives, 

and  individuals  who  requested  copies  during  the  EIS 
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5  scoping  period. 

6  The  normal  review  period  required  by  NEPA  is 

7  45  days.  Our  date  for  the  completion  of  the  public 

8  comment  period  is  9,  December,  '13.  The  public  hearings 

9  this  week  are  being  held  in  the  same  communities  as 

10  previous  scoping  meetings  in  order  to  provide  the 

11  affected  correnunities  with  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 

12  the  draft  EIS. 

13  After  the  public  comment  period  closes,  we  will 

14  review  all  comments  received  at  the  public  hearings, 

15  through  the  mail,  or  electronically  submitted  on  our 

16  web  site  and  use  them  to  prepare  the  final  EIS. 

17  Substantive  comments  will  be  reviewed  and  responded  to 

18  in  the  final  EIS. 

19  The  final  EIS  is  scheduled  to  be  released  in 

20  March  2014.  After  the  final  EIS  notice  of  availability 

21  is  published  in  the  federal  register,  the  Air  Force  must 

22  observe  a  waiting  period  of  at  least  30  days  before 

23  signing  the  final  record  of  decision  to  document  which 

24  alternative  the  Air  Force  selects  for  implementation. 

25  The  draft  EIS  presents  information  on  potential 
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1  environmental  consequences  associated  with  implementing 

2  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions  at  each  of  the  four  bases. 

3  The  potential  environmental  consequences  are  grouped 

4  into  five  categories,  shown  on  this  slide,  and  the 
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subcategories  represent  the  11  resource  areas  evaluated 

at  each  base. 

The  next  set  of  slides  describes  the  potential 
environmental  consequences  of  each  of  the  four  bases. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  presentation,  the  potential 
environmental  consequences  under  each  base  have  been 
summarized  in  only  broad  terms.  For  a  more  detailed 
evaluation  of  the  potential  consequences,  please  refer 
to  chapter  4  of  the  draft  EIS. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  mission  at  Altus 
would  expose  an  additional  584  acres  of  off-base  land 
and  an  estimated  17  off-base  residents  to  noise  levels 
65  decibels  or  greater. 

As  is  shown  on  the  noise  contour  map,  much  of 
this  land  is  located  directly  north  and  south  of  the 
runways.  Noise  resulting  from  the  use  of  the  four 
auxiliary  airfields  is  not  anticipated  to  be  noticeable, 
other  than  noise  increases,  no  other  resource  areas  are 
anticipated  to  be  impacted  by  the  FTU  mission. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  mission  would  add  up 
to  578  full-time  military,  dependents,  and  students  to 
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Dackson  County,  resulting  in  a  2.2  percent  increase  to 

the  county  population.  A  variety  of  demolition, 

construction,  and  renovation  projects  would  be  required 

for  the  FTU  mission,  resulting  in  positive  economic 

impacts  to  Jackson  County  and  surrounding  areas. 
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6  Implementation  of  the  MOB  mission  at  Altus 

7  would  expose  an  additional  155  acres  of  off-base  land, 

8  an  estimated  six  additional  off-base  residents,  and 

9  noise  levels  65  decibels  or  greater. 

10  Because  three  squadrons  are  required  for  MOB  -- 

11  for  the  MOB  1  mission,  substantially  more  construction, 

12  demolition,  and  renovation  would  be  required.  Most 

13  notable  is  the  construction  of  new  ramp  and  area  apron 

14  for  parking  15  additional  aircraft. 

15  Implementation  of  the  MOB  mission  would  add  up 

16  to  4,917  full-time  military  and  dependents  to 

17  Jackson  county,  resulting  in  an  18.6  percent  increase  in 

18  county  population. 

19  An  increase  of  this  magnitude  could  result  in 

20  traffic  congestion  near  the  base  and  place  additional 

21  strain  on  base  infrastructure.  No  other  resource  areas 

22  are  anticipated  to  be  impacted  by  the  mob  1  mission. 

23  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  at 

24  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  would  expose  an  additional 

25  53  acres  of  off-base  land  and  an  estimated  two  off-base 
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1  residents  to  noise  levels  65  decibels  or  greater. 

2  Implementation  of  the  MOB  mission  would  add  up 

3  to  1,095  full-time  military  and  dependents  to 

4  Spokane  County,  resulting  in  a  .2  percent  increase  in 

5  county  population. 
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One  historic  building,  hangar  2050,  could  be 

adversely  affected  by  the  implementation  of  the  MOB  1 
mission,  and  consultation  with  the  Washington  State 
historic  preservation  officer  has  been  initiated  and 
would  be  completed  if  Fairchild  is  selected  to  host  the 
MOB  1  mission.  No  other  consequences  are  anticipated 
for  the  MOB  1  mission  at  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  at 
Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base  would  expose  an  additional 
62  acres  of  off-base  land.  No  off-base  residents  will 
be  exposed  to  noise  levels  65  decibels  or  greater. 

The  KC-46A  parking  plan  was  specifically 
designed  to  minimize  conflicts  with  existing  remotely 
piloted  aircraft  missions,  in  addition,  the  FAA 
requires  that  air  traffic  control  deconfliction  of 
remotely  piloted  aircraft  and  manned  aircraft  operating 
in  class  D  airspace  around  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base. 

Approximately  2  acres  of  potential  wetlands 
could  be  impacted  by  the  proposed  action  should 
Grand  Forks  be  selected  to  host  the  MOB  1  mission.  The 
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Air  Force  would  work  with  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  North  Dakota  State  Water  Commission  to  determine 
if  wetlands  are  subject  to  regulation  and  determine 
appropriate  permit  and  potential  mitigation 
requi rements. 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  would  add 
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7  up  to  4,526  fun-time  military  and  dependents  to 

8  Grand  Forks  County,  resulting  in  a  6.8  increase  in  the 

9  county  population.  No  other  consequences  are 

10  anticipated  for  the  MOB  1  mission  at  Grand  Forks 

11  Air  Force  Base. 

12  Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  at 

13  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  would  decrease  the  number  of 

14  acres  by  386  and  people  by  199  exposed  to  noise  levels 

15  65  decibels  or  greater.  The  reduction  in  noise  levels 

16  can  be  primarily  attributed  to  the  replacement  of  the  44 

17  KC-135  aircraft  with  only  36  slightly  quieter  KC-46A 

18  aircraft. 

19  A  substantial  amount  of  construction, 

20  demolition,  and  renovation  would  be  required  to 

21  implement  the  MOB  1  mission,  and  the  demolition  of 

22  building  1106  would  result  in  adverse  impact  to 

23  historic  --  to  this  historic  building.  The  Air  Force  is 

24  working  with  the  state  historic  preservation  officer  on 

25  a  memorandum  agreement  to  mitigate  these  effects. 
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1  In  addition,  a  portion  of  McConnell  Creek 

2  floodplain  would  be  impacted  with  the  addition  of 

3  building  220  --  1220.  To  minimize  potential  impacts, 

4  construction  designs  would  incorporate  measures  for 

5  construction  and  floodplain. 

6  Implementation  of  the  MOB  mission  would  result 
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in  a  slight  .1  percent  decrease  of  291  full-time 

military  independents  (sic)  to  Segima  (phonetic)  County. 

This  decrease  is  not  anticipated  to  negatively  affect 

Segima  County.  No  other  resources  are  —  are 

anticipated  to  be  impacted  by  the  MOB  1  mission. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  mission  at 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  would  increase  the  number  of 

acres  by  273  people  and  594  exposed  to  noise  levels 

65  decibels  or  greater. 

The  increase  in  noise  levels  is  primarily 

attributed  to  the  addition  of  up  to  eight  additional 

aircraft  on  top  of  the  existing  KC-135  mission.  The 

additional  areas  affected  by  noise  are  primarily  located 

directly  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  two  runways. 

A  lesser  amount  of  construction,  demolition, 

and  renovation  would  be  required  to  implement  the  FTU 

mission,  and  no  historic  structures  will  be  affected. 

Implementation  of  the  FTU  mission  would  result  in  a 

slight  .2  percent  increase  of  570  full-time  military 

DOUG  KETCHAM  &  ASSOCIATES 
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dependents  and  students  in  Sedgwick  County.  No  other 
resources  are  anticipated  to  be  impacted  by  the  FTU 
mission. 

This  concludes  my  portion  of  the  presentation, 

and  I  thank  you  for  your  attention.  I'll  now  hand  the 

floor  to  Colonel  Richardson,  who  will  provide  you 

information  on  the  second  part  of  tonight's  hearing. 
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8  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Next  IS  the  public 

9  comment  part  of  the  hearing,  which  is  scheduled  to  begin 

10  at  6:15. 

11  For  those  wishing  to  speak,  please  fill  out  a 

12  white  speaker  form  that  are  available  at  the  table  near 

13  the  entrance  to  this  room.  If  you  have  not  filled  one 

14  out  and  you  do  want  to  speak,  you  can  take  this  time, 

15  during  the  break,  to  fill  out  a  speaker  card. 

16  So  the  hearing  will  be  in  recess  until  6:15. 

17  (Recess  was  taken.) 

18  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  All  right.  It  is  just 

19  after  6:15,  and  we  now  begin  the  public  comment  part  of 

20  the  hearing. 

21  We  do  not  have  anyone  signed  up  to  make  any 

22  oral  comments.  If  you  would  like  to,  you  can  raise  your 

23  hand  and  we'll  get  you  a  speaker  form,  or  you  can  just 

24  come  on  up  and  provide  your  comment. 

25  If  you  would  rather  not  speak  here  tonight,  you 

DOUG  KETCHAM  &  ASSOCIATES 
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1  can  submit  your  comments  in  writing.  There's  no 

2  page  limit  —  limit  on  written  comments,  and  the 

3  Air  Force  gives  equal  weight  to  oral  and  written 

4  comments.  Both  become  part  of  the  official  record  and 

5  are  included  in  the  final  EIS. 

6  We  are  scheduled  to  have  the  public  comment 

7  period  open  until  7:30,  and  the  venue  is  scheduled  to  be 
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open  until  8:00,  so  during  this  time,  if  you  decide  you 

would  like  to  make  a  public  comment,  either  here,  at  the 

podium,  or  just  with  the  stenographer  here,  you  can  do 

that,  during  this  period,  up  to  7:30. 

Before  we  go  into  a  recess  to  await  any  oral 
comments,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  time  and  interest 
tonight.  Tonight  is  not  the  end  of  the  opportunity  to 
participate  in  the  environmental  review  process.  You 
can  either  turn  in  your  written  comments  tonight  or  you 
can  mail  them  later. 

If  you  would  like  your  oivn  copy  of  the  final 
EIS,  please  let  one  of  the  representatives  at  the 
registration  table  know  or  send  a  letter  or  postcard 
asking  for  your  own  copy.  The  Air  Force  will  send 
copies  of  the  final  EIS  to  you. 

This  hearing  is  adjourned  until  7:30  unless 
earlier  reconvened.  Thank  you. 

(Concluded  at  7:32  p.m.) 
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NOTARY  REPORTER’S  CERTIFICATE 
STATE  OF  NORTH  DAKOTA 
COUNTY  OF  CASS 

I,  Kerstin  I.  Schiltz,  a  Notary  Public  within  and  for 
the  County  of  Cass  and  State  of  North  Dakota  do  hereby 
certify: 

That  the  foregoing  twenty-two  (22)  pages  contain  an 

accurate  transcription  of  my  shorthand  notes  then  and 
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9  there  taken. 

10  I  further  certify  that  I  am  neither  related  to  any  of 

11  the  parties  or  counsel  nor  interested  in  this  matter 

12  directly  or  indirectly. 

13  WITNESS  my  hand  and  seal  this  4th  day  of  December, 

14  2013. 


15 

16 

17 

18 
19 


Kerstin  I.  Schiltz 

(Now  known  as  Kerstin  I.  Haukebo) 

Notary  Public 

Fargo,  North  Dakota 


20 


21  THE  FOREGOING  CERTIFICATION  OF  THIS  TRANSCRIPT  DOES 
NOT  APPLY  TO  THE  REPRODUCTION  OF  THE  SAME  BY  ANY 

22  MEANS,  UNLESS  UNDER  THE  DIRECT  CONTROL  AND/OR 
DIRECTION  OF  THE  CERTIFYING  COURT  REPORTER. 

23 


24 


25 
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Individual  rcspondenls  may  request  cunfidcnliality.  If  you  wish  lo  wllhiinid  )'our  numc  or  address  from  public  review  or  fnim 
disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Inronuolion  Act  (FOIA),  you  must  state  this  prominently  at  (he  beginning  of  your  ciunments. 
Such  requests  will  be  honored  to  the  extent  allowed  by  law,  All  submissions  from  organizations  or  businesses,  and  (h>m 
individiiais  orodlciols  representing  organintiinnsor  businesses,  will  be  made  avnilnhle  Tor  public  inspection  in  ihcir  entirely. 
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Please  (urn  in  (his  form  at  (he  registration  desk  or  mail  by  9  December  2013i  to: 
Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN, 

2261  Hughes  Ave.,Ste.  155 
JBSA  Lackland  AFD.TX  78236-9853 


I’k'tise  turn  in  this  fDi'in  at  the  registi'alion  desk  or  mail  hy  9  Dcceiiilier  2013,  to: 
Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
D.S.  Air  Fttrce,  AFCEC/CZN, 

2261  lliit'he.s  Ave.,Ste.  155 
JBSA  Lacklaml  AFB,  TX  78236-985J 
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WICMI1A  Mcrno 


November  12,  2013 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force 
AFCEC/CZN 

2261  Hughes  Avenue,  Ste.  1S5 
JBSA  Lackland  AFB,  TX  78236-9853 

RE:  KC-46A  PUBLIC  HEARING  IN  WICHITA,  KANSAS 

Dear  Mrs.  Reynolds: 

The  Wichita  Metro  Chamber  of  Commerce  represents  1,750  area  businesses  and  organizations  that 
employ  nearly  153,000  people,  Our  board  is  comprised  of  57  business  leaders.  The  Chamber  strongly 
encourages  and  supports  the  finalization  of  your  decision  to  place  the  KC-46A  program  at  McConnell  Air 
Force  Base. 

Recognizing  the  vital  role  McConnell  plays  in  ensuring  our  safety  and  freedom,  the  Chamber  has  been  a 
long-time  supporter  of  the  mission  of  the  base  through  our  affiliate  organization,  the  Friends  of 
McConnell.  This  organization  is  made  up  of  business  leaders  and  residents  who  are  dedicated  to 
providing  a  link  between  leadership  at  the  base  and  their  civilian  counterparts. 

The  Friends  of  McConnell  expresses  community  pride  and  appreciation  of  area  military  by  providing 
organizational  and  financial  support  for  Commander-directed  programs.  The  group  strives  to  make 
McConnell  AFB  the  most  desirable  assignment  of  an  Airman's  or  Officer's  career. 

The  Chamber  has  allocated  staff  and  resources  in  support  of  activities  of  the  Friends  of  McConnell  since 
the  group  was  formed  in  the  1960s.  Pat  Gallagher,  a  long-time  Chamber  employee  who  serves  as  our 
military  liaison,  has  been  recognized  for  her  dedication  to  her  role  with  appointments  to  various  military 
councils.  She  is  also  the  recipient  of  the  Golden  Eagle  award  and  serves  on  The  Air  Mobility  Command 
Civic  Council  at  Scott  AFB,  Illinois. 

We  look  forward  to  continuing  this  support  and  look  forward  to  your  announcement  that  the  the  award¬ 
winning  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  has  been  given  the  additional  responsibility  of  the  KC-46A  program. 

Sincerely, 


Gary  Plummer 
President  &  CEO 


nOWtm  Douqi<i»Av«ni(i.»  KS  6r20?.JV?0  •  li  316  26S«7?71  •  F  .UA 
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Chairman  Jim  Skelton 
Air  Force  Public  Hearing 
November  12, 2013 

Good  evening.  On  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Sedgwick  County  Commissioners,  thank  you 
for  allowing  this  opportunity  to  speak  in  support  of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  I  am 
confident  that  you  will  hear  from  a  number  of  supportive  individuals  and  groups  this 
evening  who  want  to  assure  you  that  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  Is  In  a  very  strong 
position  to  be  the  Main  Operating  Base  for  the  tanker  replacement  program. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  has  always  been  a  valuable  neighbor  and  partner  to  Sedgwick 
County.  We  have  watched  with  pride  over  many  years  as  the  air  men  and  women  at  the 
base  have  adapted  to  changes  in  mission  and  aircraft.  We  are  extremely  proud  to  have 
the  "super"  tanker  base,  and  the  military  personnel  and  their  families.  In  our 
community. 

We  know  that  having  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  provides  a  significant  economic  boost  to 
our  community  -  and  we  are  proud  that  we  are  able  to  provide  things  in  our  community 
for  the  military  personnel  and  their  families  to  make  their  stay  here  great.  Sedgwick 
County  supports  those  quality  of  life  programs  like  the  Sedgwick  County  Zoo, 

Exploration  Place  and  the  INTRUST  Bank  Arena,  which  help  provide  cultural  and 
entertainment  options.  As  well,  we  encourage  outdoor  play  through  our  great  parks  like 
Sedgwick  County  Park,  Lake  Afton  Park  and  numerous  connecting  bicycle  paths  in  the 
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community.  We  also  partner  with  the  higher  education  community,  through 
partnerships  with  Wichita  State  University  and  Wichita  Area  Technical  College,  to 
provide  adult  learning  opportunities.  In  2010,  Sedgwick  County  built  the  National 
Center  for  Aviation  Training,  NCAT,  a  state-of-the-art  training  center  to  support  aviation 
research  and  training  for  the  aviation  industry. 


We  know  that  these  are  critically  important  factors  for  your  personnel  while  they  are 
stationed  here  and  also  a  part  of  what  encourages  them  to  retire  here  as  well.  We  are 
so  pleased  to  have  the  long-lasting  partnership  with  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  and  are 
so  proud  of  their  expanding  role  in  our  nation's  defense.  We  understand  and  appreciate 
how  important  it  is  that  we  work  together  as  neighbors,  partners  and  friends. 
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March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.3.10  McConnell  AFB  Draft  EIS  Comments  ( Continued) 


M_014_D_A 


COWMITTtC  OH  «miOP«IA1UN« 

Conui’ess  of  tijc  States  **"  - 

IDoust  of  i^rpresenttitibcs 

SUaihington,  CC  20r'l'!>-l003 
Nov-ember  7,2013 

Dirvcior.  Aic  Force  CivH  Eni^lnccr  fenicr.  A4  7 
Logistic},  Iniutlsiiofu  and  Mlutoti  Support. 

United  Slates  Deparline.'it  of  the  Air  Force 
Building  Kelly  Annex.  Uckland  AFB.TX  ’’1226 

Mr.  Seiabica 

I  Hnte  to  you  to  express  m>  continued  support  for  US  Air  force's  (USAf }  seicciion  of  McConnell  Air 
Force  Base  (AFB)  in  Wichita.  Kansas,  as  the  Depanmer.i's  Preferred  Altemalise  as  the  first  Active  r>uly 
KC-)6A  Mum  Operating  Base  (MOB  I). 

As  the  home  of  Air  Mobilit)'  Command's  22*^  Air  Refueling  Wing  Air  Force  Reserve  Cotniiiiuid's  9)  I" 

Air  Refueling  Group,  and  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard's  IS4'  Intelligence  Wing,  McConnell  AFB  has 
a  long  and  proud  history  of  air  mfucUng  opcraiions  McCoanell  has  been  cniical  to  tanker  leelinology 
with  then  role  in  evolutioit  of  the  KC>13SR  systems  They  have  unmatched  experience  to  bring  to  (lie 
table  aa  URAF  fields  the  KC  46A 

McConnell  AfU  b  located  on  user  3,000  acres  of  land  and  has  been  developed  to  ensure  preserved 
current  and  future  mission  capacity.  The  intlallalKsn  was  selected  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  MOB  I 
KC-46A  bating  for  a  host  of  reasons,  including  runway  capability  requiring  minimal  military 
csmslruction  invcstmcni,  lowest  need  for  manpower  adjusimcnis,  locale  close  (o  the  Regional 
Mamicnance  Training  Center  and  central  in  a  region  of  high  ail  refueling  receiver  demand,  and 
exceptional  community  engagement  and  support 

As  a  member  of  llie  Mouse  Appioprbtions  Committee  and  former  member  of  tlic  Military  Construction 
Subcommiiier.  It  Is  clear  to  me  Ih.si  the  invesimcnls  needed  for  McConnell  AFB  In  receive  the  KC  -IOA 
are  most  fiscally  and  environmentally  sound 

As  (he  Envirunmeiilal  Impact  Study  hearing  moves  ahead,  I  look  forward  In  working  with  (Isc  USAF, 
.McConnell  AFO,  and  local  communities  in  Kansas  to  ensure  ifuii  llie  KC-dbA  mission  is  a  success 


kCvtS  V00C» 


Mr  Joe  Seiabica 


Again,  I  wish  to  convey  my  f\ill  support  lor  this  mission  IIk  Kt  46A  will  bring  a  tremendous  puwer 
project  caivability  to  our  Air  Force  In  meeting  its  world- wide  requirements  while  concurrently  pntvtdmga 
ircmendout  sense  of  pride  to  McConnell  AFB  and  the  people  of  Kansas. 


CC'  Ms  Kathleen  FergussHi 
fiivironmeni  and  ixrgiaks. 
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November  7.  2013  M  015. D_A 


Mr.  Joe  Seiabica 

Director,  Air  Korcc  Civil  Knginecr  Center,  A4/7 
Logistics,  Installations  and  Mission  Support 
United  Stales  De|>artmcnl  of  the  Air  Force 
Building  171,  Kelly  Annc.x 
Lackland  AFB.  TX  78226 

Dear  Mr.  Seiabica, 

I  am  v-Titing  to  express  my  continued  support  for  US  Air  Force's  (USAF)  selection  of 
McConnell  Air  Force  Ba.sc  (AI*B)  in  Wichita,  Kansas,  as  the  Department’s  Preferred  Allemalive 
as  the  first  Active  Duly  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  for  USAF.  This  decision  will 
result  in  the  stationing  of  36  KC-46A  liinkcr  uircriill  at  McConnell  beginning  In  2016. 

As  the  home  of  Air  Mobility  Command's  22d  Air  Kefueling  Wing  (22  ARW).  Air  Force 
Reserve  Command’s  931  si  Air  Refueling  Croup  (931  ARCi),  and  the  Kamsas  Air  National 
Ciuard's  I84ih  Intelligence  Wing  (184  IW).  McConnell  Air  Force  base  has  a  long  and  proud 
history  of  Total  l  orcc  air  refueling  opcraiions.  McConnell  has  been  critical  to  the  evolution  of 
tanker  technology  with  their  role  in  evolution  of  the  KC-135R  fielding  of  SUAR-RT,  PACI:R 
CRAU,  ROBl'!  and  MPRS  systems.  As  such,  they  have  tremendous  experience  to  bring  to  llie 
table  IIS  IISAF  Helds  the  KC-46A. 

I.ocaled  on  over  3,00U  acres  of  land  on  a  facility  which  has  seen  a  clear  clTort  to  ensure 
that  any  development  around  the  base  would  preserve  MeConnell’s  current  and  future  mission 
eapiihilily.  the  installation  was  selected  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  MOB  1  KC-46A  basing 
for  a  host  of  reasons,  a  few-  of  which  are  listed  below: 

•  McConnell’s  long  track  record  ofsuccc.ss  with  the  KC-46's  predecessor  aircralL  the  KC- 
135. 

•  1  wo  1 3,000  fool  ninwavs  which  are  in  excellent  condition  and  u  low  milcon  investment 

requirement  for  conversion  from  KC-135R  to  KC-46A  operations. 

•  The  traiLsiiion  will  require  the  lowest  possible  manpower  adjustments. 

•  The  location  of  the  base  is  central  for  the  Regional  Maintenance  Training  Center. 

•  McConnell  is  located  in  a  region  ofhigli  air  refueling  receiver  demand. 

•  Strong  eomnnmiiy  engagement  and  svippoil. 

USAL's  Strategic  Basing  Process  conducted  a  detailed  analysis  of  candidate  silos  for  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  and  provided  substantial  evidence  that  McConnell  AFB  is  the  optimal  to  serve 
as  the  MOB  I  KC-46  locution.  Hie  HIS  will  validate  this  decision  and  we  anticipate  a  Record  of 
Decision  in  2014  which  formalizes  this  decision. 
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Agwin.  I  wish  lo  convey  my  full  support  for  Ihis  mission.  The  KC-46  will  briny  a 
tremendous  power  project  capability  lo  our  Air  Force  in  meeting  its  world-wide  requirements 
while  concurrently  providing  u  iremendtuis  sense  of  pride  lo  McConnell  AFB  and  the  people  of 
Kansas. 


Sincerely. 


Member  of  Congress 


CC: 

Ms.  Kathleen  Ferguson  -  Assistant  Secretary  (Acting).  Assistant  Secretary  for  Installations, 
environment  and  Logistics. 


Congress  of  tlir  (Lliutrl)  ^tiitcs 

IDoiisr  of  ilfprtsfnt.itiUcB 

UlJSlllIlQlOlt.  2O0I3-IOOI 
Ntwemher  X.  2(11 

Mr  Joe  Sciabiea 

Director.  Air  Force  Co  il  I•.ngl^ee1  Center.  A4  7 
l.ftgistics,  hi-stallations  ami  Mission  Support. 

United  Slate's  Department  f>l'lhe  Air  I  t»rce 
Building  171.  Kelly  Annex.  Lackland  AFB.  T.\  7X226 

Dear  Mr  J»>e  Sciahiefi. 


.‘I  '(IIA'IS  L 
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I  am  w  tiling  l«’  e\pic*ss  my  supi>orl  lor  llic  I  IS  An  Force's  il  SM  )  sekvhon  ofMeC  oniiell  Air  Ff>a-e 
Base  in  Wtelnia.  Kansa.s.  as  the  Dcpartmeiii's  I’icfcrred  .Aliernaloe  as  the  lirsl  ,Acli\e  Duly  KC-46A 
Main  ( Iperiiling  Base  (M(  IB  1 )  Cor  I ISAF 

As  In  urn*  to  the  Air  Mobdity  Command’s  22iul  Air  Kcfuelmg  W  ing  (22  AKW).  Air  Force  Ri.'serxe 
C  oininaikt's  *>3lsl  Ail  Kelueling  (iroup  (‘Dl  .AKCO.  .aid  the  K.iivs.ln  Ah  National  (iuard's  IX4th 
liiielligeiKe  Wing  ( I X4  |\V).  MeConnett  earries  n  li>ng  history  ol  lotal  Force  air  relucitng  operalnnis. 
The  base  has  also  playtxl  a  tiitical  role  m  the  piogression  of  tanker  tivhnologv  w  ith  ihc  exolution  ol 
theK(1.15K 


1  oiikiiig  lorwiird  I  hclieve  Mc(  onnell  also  w  ill  pl.iy  a  vital  role  m  the  years  ahead  with  ttie  siaiictning 
of  V>  K(  '  Ah A  tanker  aircratl  at  McConnell  hegiiuiing  in  2016  I  Ins  stationing  w  ill  eoniplemeni 
current  .i-sNels  al  the  .LOOO  acre  facihiv  for  a  vaiiely  ofreasons  Ihi.*se  iix-hnle  the  U)Hovs  mg 

•  I  wo  t  LOIX)  |«Hit  ruMW  ays  in  excellent  eoiulilton  and  a  l«»w  mi  Icon  nnestnient  rci|uiiemctii  tor 
conversion  from  KC  I  L'R  to  KC'4(»A  operations 

•  Strong  eiigagemeiu.  partieipaiion  .md  support  from  the  surToiinding  coinmtiiiiiy 

•  An  iiieal  eenlral  Iftcalion  Ibi  the  new  K('-4(tA  Regional  Maiiilenance  I  raining  (’cnici 

•  I’osiiioiKxl  in  a  reguni  oflngli  air  reluehng  receiver  demand 

»  Of.ill  installation  eandidales  McConnell  possL*sscs  the  lowest  ni.inpowci  adiiisiniciils 
necessary  tor  iraiLsiiion  from  Kf'-l  '5  reluehng  aircratl  t«»  KC*46 A 

Met  onnell  Air  Force  B.usc  is  ,in  optimal  U'calion  to  serve  as  the  Ml  )B  I  K(  -41)  livaiton  loi  the 
I  IS  Al  I  he  I'.nvironinciilal  Impact  Study  will  validate  this  decision  and  we  look  Ibnv.ird  lo  a  Rcvonl 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  WICHITA  AIRPORT  AUTHORITY 
November  12, 2013 

On  behalf  of  the  City  of  Wichita  Airport  Authority,  we  would  like  to  express  our  strong  support 
for  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  with  respect  to  its  selection  for  the  main  operating  base  of  the 
KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 

The  Airport  Authority  is  the  owner  and  operator  of  both  Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport  and 
Colonel  James  Jabara  Airport  (general  aviation  reliever  field).  We  believe  that  the  Air  Force 
should  select  McConnell  for  this  mission  for  the  following  reasons  that  are  directly  related  to  the 
services  and  facilities  that  we  have  successfully  and  proudly  provided  to  McConnell  and  other 
military  bases  for  a  number  of  years: 

•  McConnell  tanker  aircraft  routinely  conduct  an  average  of  35  or  more  operations  per 
month  at  Mid-Continent  airport.  This  includes  touch-and-go  operations  as  well  as  full- 
slop  takeoff  and  landings  which  are  used  for  pilot  training  and  proficiency  missions. 

•  Mid-Continent  airport  is  open  and  available  for  McConnell  airCTaft  in  the  event  of 
weather,  mechanical,  or  emergency  diversion  situations.  Just  last  week,  for  example, 
Mid-Continent  Airport  hosted  four  K.C-135  tanker  aircraft  for  a  couple  of  days  during 
inclement  weather  when  the  instrument  landing  system  at  McConnell  was  under  repair. 

•  The  FAA  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  and  Radar  Approach  Control  operators  at  Mid- 
Continent  are  trained  and  highly  experienced  in  handling  “heavy  jet”  tanker  traffic  and 
other  military  aircraft  operations. 

•  Because  of  the  airport’s  full-service  and  all-weather  capabilities,  it  has  become  the 
facility  of  choice  for  not  just  McConnell  aircraft,  but  those  from  other  Air  Force  bases 
and  other  military  services  as  well,  who  routinely  operate  in  and  out  of  Mid-Continent. 

•  Our  fixed  base  service  operators  have  fueling  capabilities  and  government  contracts 
which  permit  them  to  provide  aircraft  refueling  to  literally  any  military  aircraft. 

•  The  airport  has  plenty  of  ramp  space  to  accommodate  the  temporary  paricing  and  support 
operations  for  tankers  during  a  stop  here. 
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•  The  airport  has  a  24-hour  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  and  Radar  Approach  Control  which 
currently  provides  radar  guidance  to  McConnell  aircraft. 

•  The  airport  has  a  24-hour  airport  police  and  fire  department  which  is  capable  of  providing 
emergency  services  and  security  protection  for  tanker  aircraft  while  on  the  ground. 

•  The  airport  has  inspectors  fiom  US  Customs  &  Border  Protection  to  handle  inbound 
international  aircraft. 

•  Other  Air  Force  bases  in  Oklahoma  and  throu^out  the  region  use  Mid-Continent  for 
pilot  training  already  due  to  our  capabilities,  and  because  air  traffic  here  is  less  than  in 
surrounding  states.  There  are  approximately  1 200  military  operations  per  month  here  as 
a  result  of  this  airport  being  the  facility  of  choice  in  the  region.  Because  those  aircraft 
come  to  Mid-Continent,  it  leaves  McConnell  free  to  operate  without  any  interference. 

•  The  airspace  surrounding  Wichita  is  relatively  uncongested  and  has  plenty  of  capacity  to 
handle  many  more  operations  than  currently  come  into  both  McConnell  and  Mid- 
Continent. 

•  This  part  of  the  country  has  wide-open  airspace,  clear  skies,  and  outstanding  weather  that 
is  conducive  to  the  placement  of  air-refueling  flight  tracks  by  the  tankers.  One  of  the 
reasons  for  that  is  that  these  tracks  were  established  in  areas  that  donH  conflict  with 
highly  used  airliner  jet  routes.  Having  a  tanker  base  located  in  close  proximity  to  these 
air-refueling  tracks  increases  efficiency  of  military  operations  and  reduces  fuel 
consumption,  and  is  therefore  a  huge  cost  savings  for  the  Air  Force. 

We  greatly  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project,  and  look  forward  to  a  positive 
outcome  in  favor  of  McConnell. 
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Representative  Jim  Howell  mimbik 

8ist  District 


Testimony  for 

PUaUC  HEARINGS  FOR  THE 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  DRAFT  EIS 

November  Uth,  2013 

I  am  Kansas  State  Representative  Jim  Howell.  I  represent  the  81^'  district  which  includes 
McConnell  AFB.  I  am  also  a  candidate  for  Sedgwick  County  Commission  district  5  which  also 
includes  McConnell  AFB.  I  am  the  Vice-Chairman  for  the  South-Central  Legislative  Delegation 
that  includes  more  than  50  Kansas  legislators. 

I  am  an  Air  Force  Veteran  and  I  work  on  Tankers  in  my  civilian  job.  I  have  lived  in  Derby  for  22 
Years,  the  last  15  on  the  very  northern  edge  of  Derby  just  a  couple  miles  south  of  the  end  of 
runway. 

As  a  state  representative,  I  want  you  to  know  a  few  things  that  I  have  discovered.  First  of  all,  I 
have  received  thousands  of  emails  on  a  wide  variety  of  topics  and  many  comments  about  many 
concerns  but  not  one  time  have  I  ever  received  a  complaint  about  McConnell  or  the  planes 
flying  over  our  community.  Furthermore,  I  have  knocked  on  thousands  of  doors  to  discuss 
issues  and  not  one  time  have  I  ever  had  someone  tell  me  that  they  are  upset  or  disappointed 
about  anything  related  to  McConnell.  I  have  never  heard  a  single  complaint  from  anyone  about 
noise.  In  fact  the  opposite  is  true.  We  kind  of  miss  the  roar  of  the  B-1  Bombers.  My  dog  used 
to  run  around  the  backyard  and  chase  the  B-l's  in  the  sky.  We  used  to  go  to  the  highest  hill 
just  to  get  higher  up  thinking  we  could  see  them  better  when  they  did  the  monthly  after-dark 
afterburner  takeoffs. 

We  are  used  to  the  planes  flying  overhead  and  it  Is  not  something  we  object  to  but  rather  we 
love  the  planes  because  they  represent  the  sound  of  freedom.  Naval  Air  Station  Whidbey  Island 
in  Washington  State  right  now  is  undergoing  a  restriction  on  the  EA-18G  Growler.  A  Recent 
Article:  Whidbey  Island  group  sues  Navy,  says  jet  noise  unbearable  -  A  group  of  Whidbey  Island 
citizens  who  say  they  must  use  headphones  in  bed  to  block  out  the  noise  from  a  nearby  airfield 
is  suing  the  U.S.  Navy.  This  sort  of  community  opposition  will  never  happen  here! 
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For  a  few  years,  I  was  stationed  England.  I  personally  witnessed  unrelenting  protests  In  the 
community  and  especially  near  the  fence  around  the  flight  line.  To  this  day,  we  can  get  on  the 
web,  and  see  Increasing  organized  opposition  to  the  American  military  presence  at  these  bases 
In  England.  Later,  I  was  staBoned  In  New  Mexico.  I  used  to  mingle  In  the  community  as  a  young 
buck  sergeant  and  I  never  felt  like  the  community  really  wanted  me  there.  I  think  the  opposite 
Is  true  here  In  Wichita  and  Derby.  I  think  the  community  loves  our  local  airmen.  In  a  sense, 
these  veterans  are  rock  stars.  They  are  celebrlBes.  I  sBII  see  people  paying  for  meals  for 
strangers  In  uniform.  Just  two  days  ago  In  Church,  our  veterans  stood  to  receive  appreciation 
from  our  congregaBon  and  It  was  filled  with  hearty  handshakes  and  a  standing  ovaBon.  Our 
veterans  are  heroes  and  we  love  them.  I  have  never  seen  a  place  that  wants  to  support  and 
encourage  the  military  like  people  In  this  community. 

In  my  three  years  serving  this  district,  I  have  seen  many  pieces  of  legislaBon  that  have  some 
sort  of  military  aspect.  These  bills  are  the  most  universally  supported  measures  receiving  bl- 
parBsan  approval.  The  state  has  a  reputation  that  demonstrates  military  favor  and  wide  ranging 
support. 

We  do  also  recognize  the  great  relaBonship  we  have  with  the  base.  We  know  Kansas  has 
enjoyed  more  prosperity  because  of  McConnell's  presence.  Today,  we  are  excited  and  anxious 
fOr  the  next  generafion's  state  of  the  art  new  workhorse,  the  KC-46.  It  will  be  home  here  with 
people  that  love  what  that  plane  represents.  We  know  this  Is  good  for  our  community  and  for 
Kansas  and  the  United  States.  We  believe  we  are  right  fOr  the  needs  of  the  Air  Force  too. 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  encourage  you  to  bring  the  KC-46  to  us.  We  are 
ready. 

Jim  Howell 

Ks  State  RepresentaBve,  District  81 
125  E  Buckthorn  Rd,  Derby  Ks,  67037 
316-788-4887  316-253-6797  C 
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Wichita  Independent  Business  Association 


The  voice  of  independent  business 


November  12,  2013 

THE  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  Review 
Dear  Review  Team 

The  Wichita  Independent  Business  Association/Kansas  Independent  Business  Coalition 
(WIBA/KIBC)  is  an  association  of  nearly  five  hundred  Kansas  businesses  that  are  not 
publicly  traded  companies  WIBA  has  been  in  existence  for  over  eighty-two  years  We 
liave  partnered  with  the  Wichita  Regional  Chamber  of  Commerce  to  establish  a  joint 
Military  Affairs  Committee. 

The  preponderance  of  our  members  do  not  directly  gain  from  the  presence  of  McConnell 
Air  force  Base,  We  are.  however,  keenly  aware  of  McConnell’s  importance  and  pay 
more  than  tip  service  to  supporting  the  base  and  its  mission,  WIBA’s  Chairman-Elect, 
Wayne  Roberts,  is  Chairman  of  the  Joint  WIBA/Wichita  Chamber  Military  Affairs 
Committee  and  has  played  a  lead  role  in  demonstrating  the  community’s  support  for  the 
mission  of  home  base  for  the  new  tanker  fieet. 

In  June  a  representative  from  McConnell  was  the  featured  speaker  at  WIBA’s  monthly 
luncheon.  On  Tuesday,  November  25,  our  President  Tim  Witsman  will  ititroducc  the 
Vice  Commander  of  the  Wing  at  a  presentation  to  over  two  hundred  people  at  Wichita 
Downtown  Rotary.  We  have  members  who  are  Friends  of  McConnell  and  some  who  are 
also  Golden  Eagles  Our  President  served  four  years  as  Honorary  Commander  for 
Mission  Support  at  McConnell. 

You  may  be  certain  that  the  area  business  community  is  deeply  engaged  in  insuring  the 
growth  of  a  healthy  partnership  between  McConnell  AFB  and  the  south  central  region  of 
Kansas.  If  there  are  any  ways  that  we  might  be  helpful  to  the  review  team  we  stand  ready 
to  respond. 


Respectfully, 


F.  Tim  Witsman,  President 

Wichita  independent  Business  Association/Kansas  Independent  Business  Coalition 


200  E.  First  St.,  Ste.  101  /  Wichita,  KS  67202-2106 
31 6-201  -3264  / 1  -877-228-21 91  /  FAX  316-201  -3268  /  Web  Site:  www.wiba.org 
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My  name  is  Jack  Pulley.  I  am  employed  by  Davis-Moore  Automotive 
but  I  am  here  this  evening  as  president  of  the  Friends  of  McConnell. 

•  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  F.O.M. 
-  our  region’s  civilian  support  organization  for  McConnell  AFB, 
its  airmen  and  families. 

•  The  activities  and  w/ide  range  of  support  that  the  Friends  of 
McConnell  provides  speaks  volumes  for  the  respect  and 
admiration  our  businesses  and  residents  have  for  the  airmen 
of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

•  Allow  me  to  list  of  a  few  of  the  activities  we  have  supported  in 
recent  months; 

•  The  Annual  and  Quarterly  Awards  programs; 

•  The  Enlisted  Spouses  “Operation  Holiday  Surprise” 
program 

•  The  Officers  Spouses  Scholarship  Auction 

•  The  McConnell  Top  3  Senior  NCO  Induction  Dinner 

•  “Hearts  Apart” 

•  The  “Folds  of  Honor”  Golf  Tournament 

•  The  Airmen’s  Council;  and 

•  The  Annual  Awards  programs  of  the  931  “  Air  Refueling 
Group  and  the  ISA'"  Intelligence  Wing  integral  parts  of 
Team  McConnell! 

•  In  addition  the  Base  can  always  count  on  the  Friends  of 
McConnell  to  support: 

o  The  Tops  In  Blue  Performances 
o  McConnell  Open  House/Air  Show  weekends 
o  Air  Mobility  Command  RODEO 
o  The  Air  Force  Ball, 

o  And  any  number  of  Squadron,  Group  and  family 
celebrations  throughout  the  year 

•  We  ARE  an  Air  Force  T own , . . 

o  Air  Force  families  are  evident  in  every  aspect  of  our 
communities  - 
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•  our  schools  and  their  athletic  programs; 

■  our  churches; 

■  community  theatres; 

•  parades; 

•  recreational  programs; 

■  charitable  and  volunteer  organizations; 

•  civic  clubs; 

■  neighborhood  associations 

o  The  merging  of  military  and  civilian  is  invisible  -  here  we 
are  all  citizens  of  one  community  where  the  uniform  you 
wear  does  not  define  you,  it  enhances  you 

•  The  extra  mile 

o  There  have  been  many  instances  when  personal  crises 
have  occurred  and  the  Friends  of  McConnell  and  the 
surrounding  communities  have  come  to  the  rescue. 

■  Examples . ?????  /■/“i.c.c  i  '  iM  iTtn  lO 

•  And  taking  the  McConnell  message  into  the  community  is 
something  we  do  frequently.  A  continual  education  of  our 
citizens  about  the  value  of  McConnell  is  something  we  relish 
doing,  speaking  to  civic  clubs,  church  groups,  and  veteran's 
groups  whenever  and  wherever  possible. 

•  Part  of  the  Friends  of  McConnell's  mission  statement  is  to 
guarantee  that  an  assignment  to  McConnell  is  the  BEST 
assignment  of  an  airman’s  career. 

o  Judging  from  the  number  of  great  compliments  we 
receive  from  our  Airmen,  we're  doing  a  good  job  of  that. 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  speak  in  support  of  McConnell  Air 
Force  Base  becoming  the  BEST  assignment  for  the  new  KC46A 
Tanker.  We  welcome  it! 
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Testimony  Presented  to  staff  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  on  the  Selection  of 
McConnell  Air  Force  Base  as  the  Prefened  Site  for  the  KC-46A  Tanker 

By 

Claudio  Fenaro,  Senior  Administrator  for  Clinical  Services  Lines 
Via  ChristI  Hospitals  In  Wichita 

I  am  Claudio  Fenaro,  Senior  Administrator  for  Via  Christi’s  St.  Joseph  Hospital  and 
Clinical  Service  Lines.  I  am  a  past  Honorary  Wing  Commander  and  a  cunent  member 
of  the  Friends  of  McConnell  organization. 

Via  Christ!  Health  is  the  largest  provider  of  health  care  services  In  Kansas  with  its  origin 
dating  back  to  1889.  Based  In  Wichita  we  serve  Kansas  and  northeast  Oklahoma 
through  our  doctors,  hospitals,  senior  villages  and  health  services. 

I  am  honored  to  have  the  privilege  to  share  some  information  about  the  state  of  health 
services  capabilities  here  and  how  we  are  positioned  to  collaborate  and  support 
McConnell  AFB  in  Its  role  as  the  home  for  the  KC  46A  Tanker.  Wichita  and  the  South- 
Central  region  of  the  state  are  extremely  fortunate  to  have  wortd-dass  health  sendees 
across  the  continuum  from  primary  care  to  the  most  acute  cere  senrices.  Via  Christ!, 
HCA  Wesley  and  other  care  providers  collectively  provide  some  of  the  most  high 
Intensity  care  and  services  that  are  In  place  to  augment  McConnell's  capabilities  to 
ensure  its  Mission  is  always  in  a  stats  of  readiness  -  we  are  here  to  serve  its  airmen, 
their  dependents  and  Its  many  civilian  employees  and  their  families.  Some  highlights  of 
our  collective  capabilities  Include: 

•  5  acute  care  hospitals 

•  4  specialty  hospitals 

•  Maternal  Fetal  Medicine.  Level  III  NICU  facilities  and  the  most  modem  birth  facilities 
and  senrices 

■  State-of-the-art  Cancer  Treatment,  Cancer  Research  and  support  services 

•  Wound  Care  Centers 

•  Level  1  Trauma  Centers  end  ERs  specializing  In  Pediatric  Care 

■  Comprehensive  Pediatric  Cara  -  outpatient,  inpatient  and  ERs 

•  Regional  Bum  Center 

•  Accredited  cardiac,  neural  stroke  and  epilepsy  programs 

•  Joint  Commission  Accredited  Stroke  Centers 

•  Rehabilitation  Hospitals 

•  A  Behavioral  Health  Hospital 

•  In  collaboration  with  KU,  Wesley  and  Via  Christ!,  over  250  residents  are  trained  In  1 3 
residency  programs  In  Wichita 

•  Extensive  network  of  primary  care.  Imaging,  ambulatory  surgery  and  rehab  clinics 
exist  throughout  the  region 

■  Wichita  Is  home  to  the  Robert  J.  Dole  VA  Medical  Center  -  serving  thousands  of 
veterans  across  many  Kansas  Counties  for  over  75  years 
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As  an  active  supporter  of  McConnell  in  a  variety  of  capacities  over  the  years.  It  Is  clear 
that  this  community  and  the  health  care  sector  have  had  a  long  and  rich  tradition  in 
supporting  McConnell  since  Its  Inception.  In  addition  to  strong  partnerships  in  helping  to 
ensure  that  McConnell  maintains  its  Mission  readiness,  we  have  been  honored  to  serve 
side  by  side  on  base  end  In  the  community  from  air  shows  to  working  collaboratively 
during  periods  of  local  and  regional  disasters. 

Via  ChristI  Is  very  pleased  the  Air  Force  selected  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  to  be  a 
‘preferred'  site  for  the  new  KC-46A  tanker  and  we  collectively  stand  behind  and  with  our 
military  colleagues  In  offering  our  support  In  these  final  stages  of  making  this 
designation  permanent.  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  has  been  a  tremendous  asset  to  our 
south  central  Kansas  community  both  from  an  economic  and  community  partner 
standpoint. 

Wichita  and  our  surrounding  communities  provide  an  outstanding  quality  of  life  to  our 
citizens  from  access  to  excellent  education  systems,  to  great  retail  and  entertainment 
options.  In  addition,  when  you  combine  Via  Chrlsti's  health  service  assets  with  other 
health  care  provider  partners  in  this  community,  we  believe  the  service  members  and 
civilian  employees  of  McConnell  Air  Force  base  also  have  access  to  a  broad  range  of 
the  most  highly  reliable,  high  quality  health  sen/lcas. 

We  believe  there  is  no  better  choice  among  the  site  options  being  considered. 
Therefore,  Via  ChristI  pledges  our  full  support  of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  and  we 
stand  ready  to  assist  the  Air  Force  and  our  community  In  the  process  of  securing  the 
final  selection  of  the  base  as  the  home  for  the  KC-46A  tanker. 
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KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Public  Hearing  Written  Comment  Form 

For  more  information  or  to  submit  comments  opUnc,  please  go  to;  vvww.kc-46A-beddown.com 
PLEASE  PRINT  LEGIBLY. 

LOCATION:  !<'< PATE://- 
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Such  requests  will  be  honored  to  the  extent  allowed  by  bw.  All  submissions  from  organwaiions  or  biisines-ses,  nnd  from 
individuals  or  ofTicials  repreMniing  organizalions  or  businesses,  will  be  made  available  fur  public  inspection  in  their  entirely 
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City /State/Zip; 


Please  turn  in  this  form  at  the  registration  desk  or  mail  by  9  December  2013*  to: 
Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN, 

2261  Hughes  Ave.,  Ste.  155 
JBSA  Lackland  AFB,  TX  78236-9853 
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Such  tcqwesu  will  be  bortoted  (o  the  extent  allowed  by  law.  Ail  submissions  from  orsuizaiions  or  businesses  and  from 
individuals  or  olTicials  representing  organiutions  or  businesses,  will  be  made  at  ailablc  Tor  public  Inspecliun  in  tlieir  entirety. 


Nome; 


OrgawtaHoB; 

Addrw; 


CIty/StBte/Zip: 


Please  turn  in  ihis  form  ai  the  reglstratioa  desk  or  mall  by  9  December  2013,  to: 
Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN, 

2261  Hashes  Ave.,  Ste.  155 
JBSA  UcMand  AFB,  TX  78236-9853 
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KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Public  Hearing  Written  Comment  Form 

For  more  infornintioB  or  (o  nubmil  commenis  online,  please  go  to;  ww^.kc-46A-bedtlown.com 
PLEASE  PRINT  LEGIBLY. 

LOCATION:  ////r  ES _ DATE: .  /  J) 

— ifl 

farm'd  //■>  PA  7(4./: 


•••*  CONIINUI  ON  HACK  FOR  MORI  SI'ACL  •••• 


ItidiviJuul  rcspoitdcnls  niu)  request  conridciiiuilil).  If  )<hi  ttisli  l<i  uithluild  yotir  iiiinic  or  adtlrL-<>s  frctni  pithlic  resiert  ur  Irimi 
disclosure  under  the  I  rccdoni  uf  Infurmatinn  Act  (i'OIAI.  you  iiiusi  siuic  litis  pnuiiincnily  at  Ihc  hcginniite  of  your  comiiiciiis 
Such  requests  will  be  honored  to  the  e\icni  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organiuiions  or  businesses,  and  from 
indit  iiltinls  or  ofTicials  representing  iirganiratioiis  ur  businesses,  vt  ill  be  niude  asnilahle  for  public  inspection  in  their  cnlirLiy 

r7 


bkiA/J 


Orpipbailion:  /u !  i-i 


Address; 


City /State/Zip: 


Please  turn  in  this  form  at  Ihc  registration  desk  or  mail  by  9  December  2013,  to: 
Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
U.S.  Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN, 

2261  Hughes  Avc.,Sle.  155 
JBSA  LncklantI  AFB,  TX  78236-9853 
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KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND  FIRST  MAIN 
OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Public  Hearing  Written  Comment  Form 


For  more  ioformution  or  to  aubmil  coninu-nts  online,  please  go  to;  \vw>v.kc-46A-bcddown.com 


PLEASE  PRINT  LEGIBLY. 

LOCATION: 

DATE: 

u/tcA,A.  tES 

u-n  -/■? 

••••  CONTINUE  ON  HACK  lOK  MORI-  SI>ACb*“» 

Individual  rv^firaulcnis  iiuy  n:quc>t  eunrHiciilinlily.  ITymi  wish  In  wilhliold  ynur  iinnic  nr  ndtltcss  rniin  piihliv  ruview  iir  frum 
(lisctosure  under  ihc  Trccdum  of  Inronnaitoii  Aci  (FOIA).  >uu  must  stale  this  pfuminetilly  ai  the  beginning  ur.tuur  commenm. 
Such  requests  will  be  honored  lo  the  extent  allDwcd  by  Ian  All  submissions  from  organiniions  or  busiiKsscs.  and  from 
imiividuaKortinkbls  rt.'pn.'wnling  orgonuatioiuor  businesses,  will  be  made  nvailnhle  Rir  public  inspection  in  their  enlirety. 


Name!  ^  _ 

OrganizaHoni/^-^y^/^j^ 

Address:  ^  ^  

Cih-/Stalc/Zip:  -IfcVag  hi//y,7^  ^Z^'/rhsJ UdA 

Please  turn  to  Ibis  form  al  (he  registration  desk  or  mail  by  9  December  20 13,  to; 

Ms.  Jean  Reynolds 
D.S.  Air  Force,  AFCEC/CZN, 

2261  Hughes  Ave.,  Ste.  155 
JBSA  Lockland  AFB,  TX  78236-9853 
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— Original  Message - 

Sent:  Wednesday,  November  13, 2013  12:08  AM 
To:  Tarver,  Jason  E. 

Subject:  KC'46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS  Website  request 

Why  should  people  have  to  put  up  with  more  tanker  noise  in  Derby, Ks.  the  horn  Happy  trains  coming  by 
every  IS  minutes  is  bad  enough,  then  to  have  the  tankers  fly  over  Derby  is  bad  for  our  homes,  the  noise 
was  like  a  train  going  over  our  home,  sure  hate  to  have  that  going  on  for  another 
20  years, besides  the  vibration  does  much  damage  to  our  homes,  we  got  a  couple  examples  as  the 
tuesday  meeting  was  going  on  ,  the  tanker  made 

2  fly  over's  while  the  meeting  was  going  on  as  Kathy  Sexton,  Derby  manager  was  phrasing  the  Air  Force 
for  more  tankers  moving  here,  we  don/t  need  the  noise  for  the  little  money  It  might  bring  to  Derby  area, 
Vaughn  Lyon  „A  47 
year-  Derby  home 

owner,  a  veteran  ,  wishing  for  a  peaceful  area  to  live. 


— Original  Message - 

From; 

Sent:  Wednesday,  November  13,  2013  4:S0  PM 
To:  REYNOLDS.  JEAN  A  CIV  USAF  HAF  AFCEC/QN 
Subject:  KC'46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS  Website  request 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds, 

I  am  sorry  that  I  was  unable  to  attend  last  evening's  program  at  the  WSU  campus  here  in  Wichita.  I 
would  have  loved  to  voice  my  support  for  this  important  project. 

As  a  resident  of  Wichita  since  1979, 1  fully  support  the  United  States  Air  Force's  decision  to  bring  the 
new  KC-46A  to  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  In  fact,  I  can’t  think  of  a  more  appropriate  place  to  base  the 
new  tankers  as  McConnell  has  all  the  necessary  ingredients.  A  community  that  truly  supports  it's  base, 
decades  of  experience  flying  tankers,  excellent  facilities,  dual  runways,  room  to  expand,  usually 
excellent  flying  weather,  a  community  that  supports  all  ^cets  of  aviation  and  close  by  alternates. 


I  live  under  one  of  the  traffic  patterns  to  McConnell,,. .so  I  see  the  KC-13SR's  on  a  daily  basis.  I  look  up  in 
awe  every  time  one  passes.  I  can't  wait  to  see  the  new  KC-46A  pass  overhead. 

As  Boeing  completed  a  few  very  similar  767  Italian  Air  Force  tankers  here  in  town,  I  think  every  one  will 
be  pleased  as  the  KC-46A  will  be  a  slightly  quieter  neighbor  than  the  KC-135Rs  are. 

I  think  you  can  clearly  count  on  our  comm  unity  to  fully  support  the  Air  Force's  decision  to  base  our 
newest  tankers  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base. 

Best  Regards. 


Todd  L-  Duhnke 
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CoiisrcE(£>  o(  ttir  tinitcl)  S)tntrs 
l^ansr  at  i^rprcaciitntibcs 
ZDC  205)5-1603 
November  7,  2013 


Mr.  Joe  Sciabica 

Director,  Air  Force  Civil.Fngincer  Center,  A4/7 
Logistics,  Installations  and  Mission  Support, 

United  Stales  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Building  171,  Kelly  Annex,  Lackland  AFB,  TX  78226 

Mr.  Sciabica; 


COMUilTEE  OM  ARRftOMtlATIONS 
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1  write  to  you  to  express  my  continued  support  for  US  Air  Force's  (USAF)  selection  of  McConnell  Air 
Force  Base  (AFB)  in  Wichita,  Kansas,  as  the  Department’s  Preferred  Alternative  as  the  first  Active  Duty 
KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1 ). 

As  the  home  of  Air  Mobility  Command's  22"*  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Air  Force  Reserve  Command's  931“ 
Air  Refueling  Group,  and  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard's  1 84*  Intelligence  Wing,  McConnell  AFB  has 
a  long  and  proud  history  of  air  refueling  operations.  McConnell  has  been  critical  to  tanker  technology 
with  their  role  in  evolution  of  the  KC-135R  systems.  They  have  unmatched  experience  to  bring  to  the 
table  as  USAF  fields  the  KC-46A. 


McConnell  AFB  is  located  on  over  3.000  acres  of  land  and  has  been  developed  to  ensure  preserved 
current  and  future  mission  capacity.  The  installation  was  selected  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  MOB  I 
KC-46A  basing  for  a  host  of  reasons,  including:  runway  capability  requiring  minimal  military 
construction  investment,  lowest  need  for  manpower  adjustments,  locale  close  to  the  Regional 
Maintenance  Training  Center  and  central  In  a  region  of  high  air  refueling  receiver  demand,  and 
exceptional  community  engagement  and  support. 

As  a  member  of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  and  former  member  of  the  Military  Construction 
Subcommittee,  it  is  clear  to  me  that  the  investments  needed  for  McConnell  AFB  to  receive  the  KC-46A 
arc  most  fiscally  and  environmentally  sound. 

As  the  Knvironmental  Impact  Study  hearing  moves  ahead.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  the  USAF, 
McConnell  AFB,  and  local  communities  in  Kansas  to  ensure  that  the  KC'46A  mission  is  a  success. 


Again,  I  wish  to  convey  my  full  support  for  this  mission.  The  KC-46A  will  bring  a  tremendous  power 
project  capability  to  our  Air  Force  in  meeting  its  world-wide  requirements  while  concurrently  providing  a 
tremendous  sense  of  pride  to  McConnell  AFB  and  the  people  of  Kansas. 


CC:  Ms.  Kathleen  Ferguson  -  Assistant  Secretary  (Acting),  Assistant  Secretary  for  Installations, 
Environment  and  Logistics. 
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Bresnan,  Sarah  E. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 
Signed  By: 


prvs=1034e221d9=jean  reynolds@us  af  mil  on  behalf  of  REYNOLDS,  JEAN  A  CIV  USAF 
HAF  AFCEC/CZN  [|ean  reYnold8@us  af  mill 
Monday,  November  26.  201 3  8:36  AM 
Daues,  Tom  V, 

FW  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS  Website  request 
jean  reynolds@us  af  mil 


- Original  Message . 

From:  GUERRA,  JUAN  M  GS-12  USAF  HAF  AFCEC/CZN 
Sen^^Fr^ay^Jovember  IS,  2013  1:4S  PM 

Cc:  REYNOLDS,  DEAN  A  CIV  USAF  HAF  AFCEC/CZN 
Subject:  RE;  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS  Website  request 

Mr.  Lyon, 

Thank  you  for  your  comments  related  to  the  KC-46A  Beddown  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  Your  comments  will  be  considered 
during  the  completion  of  the  document. 

Thank  you. 


John  Guerra 
Program  Manager 

Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center 
Environmental  Center  of  Excellence 
Air  Force  NEPA  Center  (AFCEC/CZN) 
Joint  Base  San  Antonio-Lackland 


- Original  Message-  —  *- 

From: 

Sent:  Tuesday,  November  12,  2013  11:07  PM 
To:  GUERRA,  JUAN  M  GS-IZ  USAF  HAF  AFCEC/CZN 
Subject:  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  EIS  Website  request 

Why  should  people  have  to  put  up  with  more  tanker  noise  in  Derby, Ks,  the 
horn  Happy  trains  coming  by  every  15  minutes  is  bad  enough,  then  to  have 
the  tankers  fly  over  Derby  is  bad  for  our  homes,  the  noise  was  like  a  train 
going  over  our  home,  sure  hate  to  have  that  going  on  for  another 
20  years, besides  the  vibration  does  much  damage  to  our  homes,  we  got  a 
couple  examples  as  the  tuesday  meeting  was  going  on  ,  the  tanker  made 
2  fly  over's  while  the  meeting  was  going  on  as  Kathy  Sexton,  Derby  manager 
was  phrasing  the  Air  Force  for  more  tankers  moving  here,  we  don/t  need  the 
noise  for  the  little  money  it  might  bring  to  Derby  area.  Vaughn  Lyon  ,,A  47 
year-  Derby  home 

owner,  a  veteran  ,  wishing  for  a  peaceful  area  to  live. 
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*Hyan  flickner  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  13/12/13  comment  received 
vio  transcript  from  court  reporter. 


MR.  FLICKNER:  Thankyou  My  name 
B  IS  Ryan  Ftickner  and  I  serve  as  Deputy 

9  Stale  Director  for  Senator  Pat  Roberts 

10  Onbehaif  of  Senator  Pal  Roberts,  1 

11  welcome  all  of  you  to  the  City  of  Wichrta 

12  and  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  and  thank 

13  you  for  participating  In  this  extremely 

14  important  hearing  The  turnout  arxJ  local 

15  advocacy  throughout  this  process  are 

16  major  factors  for  why  the  Air  Force 

17  believes  McConnell  is  the  best  base  for 
19  our  new  tankers  I  know  many  of  you  are 

1 9  llfe*long  residents  of  the  Wichita  area 

20  For  our  visitors  this  Is  likely  not  the 

21  first  time  you  have  been  to  Wichita  the 

22  Air  Capital  of  the  World  McConnell  Air 

23  Force  Base  IS  an  ecorximic  staple  in 

24  Wichita  and  has  long  been  an  important 

25  part  of  the  fabric  of  Kansas  Thank  you  to  each  and  every  one  of  you  for  coming 

2  out  in  support  of  McConnell  Thank  you 

3  for  being  an  advocate  in  this  exciting 

4  decision  for  Main  Operating  Base  Number 

5  1  Senator  Roberts  is  confident  that  as 

6  you  evaluate  the  operational  and  training 

7  requirements  along  with  the  potential 

8  impacts  to  existing  missions,  housing, 

9  infrastructure  and  manpower,  you  will 

10  find  out  that  there  is  absolutely  no 

1 1  better  place  for  the  first  KC-46A  tanker 

12  beddown  than  McConnell  McConnell  is  the 

13  home  of  A»r  Mobility  Command’s  22nd  Air 

14  Refueling  Wng  the  Air  Force  Reserve 

15  Command's  93ist  Air  Refueling  Group,  whal 

16  we  hope  will  be  named  a  wing  soon,  as 

17  well  as  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard's 

18  184th  Intelligence  Wing.  The  integrated 

19  presence  of  our  active  duty  reserves  and 

20  guard  make  McConnell  a  model  of 

21  excellence.  Currently,  McConnell  flies. 

22  maintains  and  supports  44  KC-1 35s  or 

23  what  we  often  refer  to  as  Eisenhower  era 

24  tankers  Senator  Roberts  fought  hard  for 

25  these  aging  aircraft  to  be  replaced  and  I  am  so  pleased  that  the  KC-46A  will  come 

2  online  by  2016  and  rxiw  Senator  Roberts  is 

3  again  fighting  to  make  sure  these  new 

4  tankers  call  Wichita  home  McConnell  is 

5  the  best  choice  for  Mam  Operafing  Base 

6  Number  1  for  several  reasons  By 

7  replacing  the  currentfieet  of  44  KC-135 
a  aircraft  with  36  Next  Gen  Tankers  at 


M_041_D_A 

9  McConnell,  the  Air  Force  encounters  the 

10  lowest  manpower  adjustment  among 

11  candidate  installations  For  over  two 

12  decades,  McConnell  has  been  home  to  the 

13  Air  Force's  KC-135  largest  regional 

14  maintenance  training  center  In  this 

15  role,  McConnell  has  provided  critical 

16  mission  support  and  development  through 

17  flight  testing  and  validation  McConnell 

18  has  support  units  on  Its  base  that  flies 

19  tankers  McConnell  resufts  in  the  lowest 

20  military  construction  costs  McConnell 

21  IS  located  in  a  region  of  high  air 

22  refueling  receiver  demand.  And  let  it 

23  not  go  unnobced,  McConnell  has  received 

24  more  awards  over  the  past  16  months  than 

25  another  air  mobility  bases  combined 

As  the  Environmental  Impact  Study  hearing 

2  moves  ahead,  Senator  Roberts  looks 

3  forward  to  working  with  the  Air  Force 

4  McConnell  and  our  local  community  to 

5  ensure  the  success  of  the  KC-46  mission 

6  The  Air  Force's  strategic  basing  process 

7  provided  substantial  evidence  that 

8  McConnell  is  the  best  location  to  serve 

9  as  MOB  1  I  am  extremely  confident  that 

10  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will 

11  validate  this  decision  At  McConnell, 

12  you  will  find  mission  success,  mission 

13  expertise,  and  most  important,  a  strong 

14  local  engagement,  participabon  and 

15  support  network  Thank  you  for  your  time 

16  tonight  Senator  Roberts  looks  forward 

17  to  helping  announce  McConnell  Air  Force 
10  Base  as  the  Air  Force's  Main  Operating 

19  Base  Number  1  Record  of  Decision  in  2014. 
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•  Mike  Zamrzia  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  21/22/13.  comment  received 
vio  transcript  from  court  reporter. 

MW.  ZAMRZLA:  Good  evening.  I'm 

24  Mike  Zamrzia,  Deputy  State  Director  for 

25  United  States  Senator  Jerry  Moran. 

Lieutenant  Colonel 

2  Richardson,  Colonel  Cargle,  Mr  Clark, 

3  thank  you  for  organizing  this  evening's 

4  hearing.  It's  a  pleasure  and  an  honor  to 

5  have  the  opportunity  to  submit  the 

6  following  comments  into  the  official 

7  record  on  behalf  of  Senator  Moran 
B  I  couldn't  be  more  proud  that 

9  in  May  of  this  year  McConnell  Air  Force 

10  Base  was  selected  as  the  preferred 

1 1  alternative  for  the  Main  Operating  Base 

12  for  KC-46 A  tankers  This  selection 

13  codifies  what  Kansans  already  know  We 

14  are  and  will  continue  to  be  the  Air 

15  Capital  of  the  World.  We  will  continue 

16  to  lead  the  way  in  aviation  and  air 

17  mobility  support  for  the  United  States 
IB  military  at  home  and  abroad  The 

19  selection  process  rewarded  what  we  have 

20  at  McConnell  stretching  beyond  the 

21  capabilities  of  the  base  arx3  our  airmen 

22  The  efforts  of  the  Fnends  of  McConnell 

23  the  Wichita  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the 

24  Governors  Military  Council,  the  City  of 

25  Wichita,  the  City  of  Derby  and  Sedgwick  County  are  also  credited  for  this 

2  selection  I’m  encouraged  that  the 

3  Environmental  Impact  Study  is  well 

4  underway  collecting  data  and  relevant 

5  information  to  shine  a  light  on  all 

6  McConnell  has  to  offer,  including  the 

7  great  work  that  has  already  begun  to  plan 
B  for  the  transition  from  the  KC*1 35s  to 

9  the  KC-46AS.  I  trust  the  analysis  from 

10  this  study  will  confirm  that  McConnell  is 

11  best  suited  for  this  mission  from  an 

12  operational  and  environmental  perspective 

13  affirming  McConnell's  excellent  scoring 

14  that  occurred  during  the  basing  selection 

15  process  I  believe  the  Record  of 

16  Decision  will  validate  that  McConnell  IS 

17  and  will  continue  to  be  the  super  tanker 
IB  base  for  the  nation  as  the  home  of  the 

19  KC-46A 

20  In  addition  to  the  honorable 

21  recognition  and  responsibility  that  comes 

22  with  providing  the  Air  Force  Strategic 

23  Air  Mobility,  we  know  this  will  translate 
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24  into  an  economic  boost  for  the  community 

35  as  support  for  vanous  phases  gets  underway  to  house  and  fly  the  new  KC-ASA 

2  tankers  Thanks  to  all  the  airmen  and 

3  their  families  at  McConnell  for  your  hard 

4  work,  dedication  and  exemplary 

6  performance  which  substantiate  just  how 

6  valuable  and  meaningful  Team  McConnell  IS 

7  to  the  air  mobility  mission  Thanks  also 

a  to  the  Air  Force  and  Air  Mobility  Command 

9  for  conducting  a  thoughtful,  objective 

10  and  cnteria-based  selection  process  arxf 

11  Environmental  Impact  Study  that  will  no 

12  doubt  yield  another  round  of  positive 

13  results 

14  Finally J‘m  sure  that  many 

15  fellow  Kansans  have  turned  out  tonight  to 

16  inform  the  Air  Force’s  decision  I  also 

17  encourage  all  Citizens  to  submit  their 

1  a  views  in  writing  to  make  the  most  of  this 

19  important  process  I  look  forward  to  the 

20  results  of  this  Study  that  Will 

21  undoubtedly  prove  that  because  of 

22  McConnell's  air  refueling  demand,  reduced 

23  environmental  impacts  and  overwhelming 

24  capacity  it  is  not  only  the  preferred 

25  alternative  for  the  Air  Force,  but  the  best  choice  as  the  nation’s  supertanker 

2  base  Very  truly  yours  United  States 

3  Senator  Jerry  Moran 
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•  Ton*  Porter  ptavtded  verba!  comment  at  the  McConneH  Public  Hearing  12/12/13.  comment  recerved  via 
tromcrtptfrom  court  reporter 

MS.  PORTER:  Good  evening  Thank 
B  you  for  having  me  here  lonight,  Toni 

9  Porter.  I  seive  as  Congressman  Mike 

1 0  Pompeo's  District  Director 

11  I  wanted  to  take  this 

12  opportunity  to  offer  Congressman  Pompeo’s 

13  continued  support  of  the  Air  Force's 

14  selection  of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  as 

15  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  Air 

IS  Force's  very  active  duty  station  for  tne 
17  new  KC-46A  tanker  You  see,  McConnell  is 
10  more  than  an  Air  Force  base  It's  a 

19  family  McConnell  has  a  long  and  proud 

20  history  of  air  refueling  operations  arxj 

21  txings  an  incredible  amount  of  expenence 

22  to  bear  in  these  operations.  Each  of 

23  these  operaUons  is  about  making  suie 

24  that  our  men  and  women  can  stay  in  the 

25  fight  and  keep  America  safe  Each  of  these  operations  is  about  ensuring  that 

2  we  are  ready  to  take  on  a  mission  no 

3  matter  how  long  It  takes  McConnell's 

4  mission  is  about  taking  care  of  our  own 

s  McConnell  won  an  intense  competition  to 

6  be  the  Air  Force's  preferred  alternative 

7  for  the  KC-46  tanker  and  that  should  be 
B  no  surprise  Consider  McConnell's  two 

9  13,000-foot  runways  which  are  ready  to 

10  receive  the  KC-46A.  or  the  fact  that 

11  McConnell  has  the  lowest  military 

12  construction  need  to  provide  for  the 

13  conversion  from  the  KC-135  to  the  KC-46A 

14  And  it's  obvious  that  the  Air  Force  would 

15  benefit  from  McConnell's  location  in  the 

16  heart  of  the  country,  an  area  of  high  air 

17  refueling  demand  which  IS  perfectly 

IB  Situated  to  host  the  new  KC-46A  Regional 

19  Maintenance  Training  Center  as  well  as 

20  provide  continued  support  to  the  special 

21  operations  community  through  its  special 

22  operations  air  refueling  training 

23  mission.  But  what  makes  it  really 

24  obvious  that  McConnell  Is  the  nght  frt 

25  IS  because  of  the  way  It's  integrated  into  all  of  our  lives  Much  as  McConnell 

2  keeps  the  engines  running  for  our  Armed 

3  Forces  all  around  the  world,  the  men  and 

4  women  of  McConnell  keep  the  engines 

5  running  for  our  community  in  Southcentral 

6  Kansas  Beyond  the  location,  facitities 

7  and  operational  excellence  that  McConnell 
s  displays,  community  is  something  that 

9  sets  McConnell  even  further  apart  from 
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10  the  rest  of  the  field  Those  of  us  in 

11  Southcentral  Kansas  often  refer  to 

12  McConnell  as  our  military  base.  The  Air 

13  Force  personnel  and  the  surrounding 

14  community  have  forged  a  very  special 

15  relationship  Take,  for  instance, 

16  Friendsof  McConnell,  a  group  of 

17  business,  civic  and  government  leaders 
IB  who  advocate  for  the  installation  and 

19  raise  money  for  McConnell  families  in 

20  need  and  generally  supports  a  strong  and 

21  deep  bond  between  the  base  and 

22  surrounding  communities  The  support 

23  goes  both  ways.  Base  personnel  have  gone 

24  out  of  their  way  to  give  the  local 

25  community  -  they  sponsor  the  McConnell 

Air  Show,  as  an  example,  and  Open  House 

2  which  gives  the  community  an  opportunity 

3  to  see  the  base  and  what  makes  it  a 

4  world-class  installation  They  also 

5  donate  their  time  and  energy  generously 

6  to  civic  organizations  such  as  Big 

7  Brothers,  Big  Sisters,  Lions  Oub  and  The 
B  Boy  Scouts  of  America 

9  Although  it’s  well  known 

10  around  here  how  great  McConnell  is.  ifs 

11  nice  to  be  recognized  outside  of  the 

12  community  as  well  and  McConnell  has 

13  received  rrore  awards  over  the  past 

14  16  months  than  all  other  Air  Mobility 

15  bases  combined  The  EIS  and  the  formal 

16  Record  of  Decision  will  confirm  what 

17  those  of  us  who  make  this  community  our 

18  home  already  know.  McConnell  is  home  for 

19  so  many  of  us,  it  should  also  be  home  to 

20  the  KC-46A.  Thank  you 
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•  Senator  Otetha  Faust-Goudeau  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/12/33. 
comment  received  via  transcript  from  court  reporter. 

MS.  FAUST^OUDEAU:  Good  evening 

25  For  Ihe  record  I  am  Senator  Oletha  Faust-Goudeau  representing  the  29th 

2  Distnct  of  the  Kansas  Senate.  I  am  here 

3  this  evening  on  behalf  of  the  29th 

4  Distnct  to  speak  in  support  of  the 

5  KC-46A  to  be  located  at  McConnell  Air 

6  Force  Base.  I  am  also  here  on  behalf  of 

7  the  members  of  the  Southcentral 

B  Legislative  Delegation  to  support  the 

9  proposed  action  of  the  KC-46A  to  be 

10  located  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  I 

11  am  personally  here  tonight  as  Oletha 

12  Faust-Goudeau  to  support  this  project 

13  here  in  the  City  of  Wichita  as  we  are  the 

14  Air  Capital  City  ofthe  World,  I  remirxJ 

15  you  Also,  I  have  had  the  pleasure  of 

16  flying  on  a  KC-t  35  fuel  tanker  plane  as 

17  I,  too,  helped  raise  funds  to  support  a 

IB  monument  at  the  actual  site  of  the  KC-135 
19  plane  crash  here  in  Wichita  in  1965  and 
30  during  that  time  and  speaking  wrth  many 

21  who  helped  on  that  project,  those  fuel 

22  tanker  planes  are  somewhat  outdated,  and 

23  so  I  truly  support  this  project  to 

24  upgrade  those  aircrafts  because  it  is  so 

25  important  on  those  missions  that  those  planes  have  capable  aircrafts  to  refuel 

2  We  here  in  Wichita  bene  at 

3  Wichita  State  University  NCAT  and  other 

4  surrounding  areas,  the  projects  we  are 
s  training  so  many  of  our  young  people  to 

6  go  into  aviation,  and  this  would  be  the 

7  perfect  fit  and  the  perfect  project  for 

0  all  the  airmen  and  women  in  our  city,  our 

9  wonderful  Air  Capital  City  of  the  World 

10  I  also  want  to  say  on  behalf 

11  of  the  Southcentral  Legislative 

12  Delegation  arxf  Senator  Mike  Peterson  who 

13  represents  McConnell  in  the  Kansas 

14  Senate,  he  wanted  to  be  here  tonight  but 

15  was  unable  to. 

16  But  again,  I  just  close  with 

17  saying  this  IS  a  worthy  project.  It 
IB  would  also  bring  approximately 

19  $640  million  to  our  state's  economy  so  I 

20  urge  you  to  certainly  consider  this 

21  project  being  located  ih  the  City  Of 

22  Wichita  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

23  Again,  thank  you  for  your  time  I'm 

24  done 
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*  Jim  Howell  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/12/13.  comment  received  via 
transcript  from  court  reporter 

MR.  HOWELL:  Good  evening  My  name 

5  IS  State  Representative  Jim  Howell 

6  representing  the  81st  Legislative 

7  Distnct  here  in  Kansas  which  includes 

B  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  Thank  you  for 

9  coming  out  tonight  It  is  a  great  honor 

10  and  privilege  to  be  able  to  speak  on 

11  behatfofKC-46A  coming  to  Wichita, 

12  Kansas  to  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  I’m 

13  also  a  candidate  for  Sedgwick  County 

14  Commission  District  5  which  includes 

15  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  as  well.  I  am 

16  also  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Southcentral 

17  Legislative  Delegation  that  Senator 

IB  Faust-Goudeau  just  spoke  about  lam 

19  also  an  Air  Force  veteran  and  work  on 

20  tankers  in  my  civilian  job  I  have  lived 

21  in  Derby  for  the  last  22  years  15  years 

22  on  the  very  northern  edge  of  Derby  just  a 

23  couple  miles  south  of  the  end  of  the 

24  runway  I  want  you  to  know  something 

25  IVe  learned  as  a  State  Representative,  1  have  received  thousands  of  e-mails  on  a 

2  wide  variety  of  topics  from  any  comments 

3  about  concerns  that  people  in  my  distnct 

4  care  very  much  about,  but  rx)t  one  time  I 

5  have  ever  received  a  complaint  or  comment 

6  negative  about  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

7  or  the  planes  flying  overhead  I  have 

B  knocked  on  thousands  of  doors  and  had 

9  marry  discussions  with  people  at  the  doors 

10  about  a  number  of  topics  Not  one  time 

11  has  anybody  in  my  four  years  of 

12  campaigning  ever  Drought  up  any  topic 

13  negative  to  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  or 

14  the  airplanes  flying  overhead.  In  fact, 

15  the  opposle  IS  true  I  would  tell  you 

16  we  are  addicted  to  airplanes  in  Wichita. 

17  We  love  the  KC-46,  we  love  the  KC-135 
10  We  love  the  airmen  that  work  on  those 

19  airplanes  in  McConnell  Air  Force  Base. 

20  We  are  used  to  the  planes  flying  overhead 

21  and  ft  IS  not  something  we  object  to  but 

22  rather  welcome  the  planes  because  they 

23  represent  the  sound  of  freedom- 

24  I  would  tell  you  there's  a 

25  recent  happening  up  at  the  Naval  Air  Station  at  Whidbey  Island  Whidbey 

2  Island  IS  being  sued  nght  now  by  a  group 

3  of  citizens  that  says  that  they  must  use 

4  headphones  to  block  out  the  noise  1 

5  know  the  KC-4e  IS  a  quieter  airplane  than 

6  the  KC-135  We  kind  of  miss  the  days  of 
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7  the  B-1  s  and  the  F-1 6s  and  even  F4s,  The 
B  noise  is  not  a  problem  and  even  as 

9  presented  tonight,  the  noise  would 

10  actually  be  less  with  the  KC-46, 

11  obviously  a  positive  choice  for  our  area 

12  We  like  the  airplanes  artd  that  would  be  a 

13  positive  for  us  as  well 

14  I  want  you  to  know  that  in  my 

15  three  years  of  serving  in  the 

1 6  Legislature,  I  have  seen  many  pieces  of 

17  legislation  that  have  come  before  the 
10  military  committees  and  the  Legislature 

19  for  consideration  These  bills  are  the 

20  most  universally  supported  measures 

21  receiving  bipartisan  approval  The  state 

22  has  a  reputation  that  demonstrates 

23  military  favoi  and  wide-ranging  support 

24  We  also  recognize  the  great  relationship 

25  we  have  with  the  Base  We  know  that  Kansas  has  enjoyed  more  prosperity 

2  because  of  McConnell's  presence  Today 

3  we  are  excited  and  anxious  for  the  Next 

4  Generation's  state-of-the-art  new 

5  workhorse,  the  KC-46  It  will  be  home 

6  here  with  people  that  love  what  that 

7  plane  represents  We  know  that  this  is 

B  good  for  our  community  and  is  good  for 

9  Kansas  and  the  United  States  as  well  We 

10  believe  we  are  nght  for  the  needs  of  the 

11  Air  Force  too  McConnell  makes  the  most 

12  sense,  I  believe  Thank  you  for  giving 

13  me  the  opportunity  to  encourage  you  to 

14  bring  the  KC-46  to  us  We  are  ready 
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•  Jim  Skelton  provided  verbal  comment  at  Hie  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/12/13.  comment  received 
fro/iscnpf/rom  court  reporter 

MR.  SKELTON;  Good  evening.  My 

20  name  IS  Jim  Skelton  and  I'm  Chairman  of 

21  Sedgwick  County  government  This  Jim 

22  nght  here  is  my  opponent  There's  one 

23  thing  we  both  agree  on  that  the  KC-46 

24  Alpha  needs  to  come  to  McConnell  Air 

25  Force  Base,  so  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Sedgwick  County  Commissioners  thankyou 

2  for  this  opjxirtunrty  to  Speak  in  support 

3  Of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  lam 

4  confident  that  you  will  hear  from  a 

5  number  of  supportive  individuals  and 

6  groups  this  evening  who  want  to  assure 

7  you  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  is  in  a  very 
B  strong  position  to  be  the  Main  Operating 

9  Base  for  the  Tanker  Replacement  Program 

10  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  has  always  been 

11  a  valuable  neighbor  and  partner  to 

12  Sedgwick  County.  \Ne  have  watched  with 

13  pride  over  many  years  as  the  airmen  and 

14  women  at  the  Base  have  adapted  to  changes 

15  in  mission  and  aircraft  We  are 

16  extremely  proud  to  have  the  Super  Tanker 

17  Base  and  the  military  personnel  and  their 
la  families  here  in  Wichrta,  Kansas  We 

19  know  that  having  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

20  provides  a  significant  economic  boost  to 

21  our  community  and  we  are  proud  arxl  we  are 

22  able  to  provide  things  In  our  community 

23  for  the  military  personnel  and  their 

24  families  to  make  their  Stay  here  great 

25  Sedgwick  County  supports  quality  of  life  programs  like  the  Sedgwick  County  Zoo, 

2  Exploration  Race,  the  intrust  Bank 

3  Arena.  All  help  provide  cultural  and 

4  entertainment  options  We  encourage 

5  outdoor  play  through  our  great  parks  like 

6  Sedgwick  County  Park  and  Lake  Alton 

7  Parks  We  here  in  Wichita,  Kansas  have 
a  nunr>erous  connecting  bicycle  paths  for 

9  bicycle  enthusiasts  We  partner  with  the 

10  higher  education  community  also  through 

11  partnerships  with  Wichita  Slate  with  the 

12  Wichita  Area  Technical  College  to  provide 

13  adult  learning  opportunities  In  2010, 

14  the  county  built  a  National  Center  for 

15  Aviation  Training,  also  known  as  NCAT,  a 

16  state-of-the-art  training  center  to 

17  support  aviation,  research  and  training 

18  for  the  aviation  industry  We  know  that 

19  these  are  critically  important  factors 

20  for  you  and  your  personnel  while  they  are 

21  stationed  here  and  also  a  part  of  what 
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22  encourages  them  to  retire  here  as  well 

23  We  are  so  pleased  to  have  a  long-lasting 

24  partnership  with  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

25  and  we  are  proud  of  their  role  in  expanding  our  nation's  ctefense  We 

2  understand  and  appreciate  how  important 

3  it  is  that  we  work  together  as  partners, 

4  netghtx)rs  and  friends.  And  ladies  and 

5  gentlemen  there's  one  other  thing  I 
e  would  tike  to  say  I  live  about  two 

7  mites  from  the  base  as  the  crow  flies 
s  IVe  been  an  elected  official  for  nine 

9  ywrs  and  I  have  had  not  one  complaint 

10  regarding  McConnell,  only  compliments 

11  Thank  you  very  much 


M.047_D_A 

•  Karl  Peterjohn  provided  verbal  corriment  at  tbe  McCorinell  Public  Hearing  11/12/13,  comment  received 
via  transcript  from  court  reporter. 

MR.  PETERJOHN;  Good  evening.  Karl 

17  Peterjohn  I  represent  the  3rd  County 

18  Commission  District  in  Sedgwick  County. 

19  I  wanted  to  come  up  here  and  make  a  grand 

20  expression  of  points,  but  unfortunately. 

21  my  SIX  preceding  speakers  have  beat  me  to 

22  the  punch,  I'm  going  to  second  their 

23  commente  and  thank  you  very  much. 
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•  Kath\/  Sexton  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  31/12/13,  comment  received 
via  transcript  from  court  reporter. 

MS.  SEXTON:  Good  evening  Kathy 

9  Sexton,  City  Manager  of  Derby  Thank  you 

10  very  much  for  this  thorough  report  I 

11  have  read  your  report  The  environmental 

12  information  is  helpful  to  our  neighbor - 

13  the  City  of  Derby  being  the  closest 

14  neighbor  to  McConnell  we  appreciate  the 

15  numbers  and  the  information  about  the 

16  noise  and  the  people  affected  and  that 

17  kind  of  thing  We  are  rnentioned  asthe 

1  a  city  in  the  report  m  terms  of  land  use 

19  and  preventing  encroachment  We  are 

20  encouraged  by  the  report  and  certainly 

21  will  continue  to  do  toat  cooperation  that 

22  the  report  recommends  that  we  continue 

23  to  work  to  control  the  development  in  the 

24  area  and  to  not  have  encroachment  It 

25  might  help  to  know  that  for  many  years  Derby  has  worted  cooperatively  with  not 

2  only  the  folks  at  McConnell  but  also  the 

3  civil  engineering  folks  at  the  Pentagon 

4  to  make  sure  that  our  local  rules  not 

5  only  meet  the  Pentagon  requirements  but 

6  exceed  them  and  we  are  one  of  the  few 

7  communities  m  the  country  that  do  exceed 
B  them,  as  I  understand  it.  ar>d  we  have 

9  been  a  leader  in  that  respect  We're 

10  proud  of  that.  But  I  think  the  other 

11  thing  I'm  most  proud  of  is  that  since 

12  those  rules  were  adopted  and  approved  by 

13  the  Pentagon  in  2008,  that's  been  like 

14  five  years,  right,  during  that  time  I 

15  have  been  City  Manager  that  Whole  time 

16  and  I  can  say  that  I  have  not  seen  any 

17  time  when  the  community  of  Derby  has 
IB  violated  the  rules  that  it  agreed  to 

19  follow  Our  planning  commission  of 

20  volunteers  our  City  Council  of 

21  volunteers  has  always  followed  through  in 

22  supporting  the  rules  that  they  passed 

23  And  that  IS  not  always  easy  There  are 

24  times  when  property  owners  say  I  want  to 

25  build  houses  on  this  site,  I  want  to  build  a  business  on  this  site  and  that  is 

2  difficult,  but  we  have  been  on  record 

3  both  staff  and  our  elected  and  appointed 

4  officials  as  saying  no  sometimes  when  we 

5  feel  like  that  would  encroach  upon  the 

6  Base  Andso  just  to  sum  up,  we  are  very 

7  supportive  and,  of  course,  our  actior>s  of 

B  recent  years  have  also  been  supported  b/ 

9  Major  General  Timothy  Byers  and  this 

1 0  calendar  year  m  his  written  comments 


M_048_D_A 

11  about  Derby's  cooperation  indicating,  I 

12  quote  Derby  has  diligently  pursued 

13  compatible  development  within  AP2  1  and 

14  2.  Thank  you  very  much 
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22  Vital  partner  in  making  Wictiita,  Kansas 

23  the  Air  Capital  of  the  World  This 

24  av/ard-winning  base  is  well-prepared  for 

25  additional  responsibilities  and  the  Wchita  Metro  Chamber  is  pleased  to 

2  support  this  new  mission  McConnell  has 

3  always  demonstrated  tremendous 

4  cooperation  With  local  businesses  and 

5  government  entities  and  we  consider  them 

6  a  very  compatible  and  extremely  valuable 

7  neighbor  We  strongly  encourage  and 

8  support  the  tinalization  of  your  decision 

9  to  place  the  KOASA  at  McConnell  Air 

10  Force  Base  Thankyou 

3  24  hours  a  day,  365  days  a  year  Very 

4  impressive  Asa  representative  of  the 

5  business  communi^,  I  can  assure  you  that 

6  business  owners  throughout  the  area  are 

7  extremely  grateful  for  the  wide  role 

B  McConnell  plays  in  erisunng  our  safety 

9  and  our  freedom  Our  thanks  to  each  of 

10  you  arKl  to  all  of  those  in  the  Air 

11  Mobility  Command  who  make  this  possible 

12  through  your  dedication  to  your  mission 

13  The  airmen  at  McConnell  have  a  proven 

14  track  record  of  keeping  our  country  and 

1 5  our  community  secure  which  in  turn  allows 

16  the  Chamber  business  members  to  focus  on 

17  what  we  do  best  creating  )Obs  in 

10  Southcentral  Kansas  We  also  recognize 

19  the  economic  impact  that  McConnell  has  on 

20  Southcentral  Kansas  Vyfe're  very  pleased 

21  at  the  prospect  of  increased  employment 

22  at  the  base  as  a  result  of  the  new  tanker 

23  mission.  These  airmen  and  their  families 

24  are  valuable  residents  of  our  community 

25  They  partiDpate  in  community  programs,  become  members  of  area  museums  and 

2  attractions,  they  volunteer  their 

3  services  to  local  non-profits  and  they 

4  purchase  goods  and  services  from  our 

5  businesses  Their  children  bring  their 

6  intellect  to  our  schools,  their  creative 

7  talent  to  our  art  programs  and  their 
B  athletic  gifts  to  our  sports  fields 

9  Their  spouses  provide  an  expenenced 

10  workforce  to  our  businesses  and  increase 

11  our  community's  volunteer  pool  And  the 

12  retirees  from  McConnell  who  decide  to 

13  stay  in  this  area  continue  to  contnbute 

14  to  the  wellbeing  and  quality  of  life  that 

15  make  Wichfta  such  a  terrific  place  to 

16  live  McConnell  families  are  an 

17  essential  element  of  our  aviation-focused 
IB  community  As  the  home  of  world-class 

19  aircraft  manufacturers,  aviation 

20  suppliers  and  a  well-trained  aviation 

21  workforce.  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  is  a 
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•  Debbie  Gann  provided  verbai  comment  at  the  McConneU  Pubiic  Heating  11/12/13,  comment  received 
via  transcript  from  court  reporter 

MS.  GANN:  Hi.  I'm  Debbie  Gann  and 

20  lamthe2013Chairofthe  Wichita  Metro 

21  Chamber  of  Commerce  Thank  you  for  the 

22  opportunity  to  express  the  Chamber's 

23  support  for  securing  the  KC-46A  tanker 

24  program  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  I 

25  recently  read  that  mobility  aircraft  departs  somewhere  around  the  world  every 
2  two  and  a  half  minutes  and  they  do  this 
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17  employees  are  very  proud  of  what  they  cio 
10  because  they  know  what  they  are  building 

19  nght  across  the  ramp  from  you  at 

20  McConnell  has  direct  impact  on  what  you 

21  do  I'm  very  proud  to  krxjw  that  just 

22  outside  my  office  they’re  working  on  a 

23  high-quality  product  on  time  and  I  am 

24  very  excited  that  outside  my  window  one 

25  day  I  will  watch  a  KC-46A  that  started  I'lere  in  Wichita  return  to  VVichrta  Asa 

2  former  Air  Force  pilot  who  deployed  and 

3  have  refueled  over  4,000  aircraft  over 

4  Iraq,  I  want  to  say  I'm  very  excited  for 

5  the  men  and  women  at  McConnell  Air  Force 

6  Base  who  will  fly  our  new  tanker  as  they 

7  defend  our  freedom  both  here  and  abroad. 

0  Thank  you 

25  Air  Force  Base  the  perfect  location  for  these  new  KC-46As?  It's  because  of  its 

2  central  location  Our  tankers  from 

3  McConnell  can  respond  rapidly  to  a  threat 

4  across  the  Pacific  or  a  threat  in  the 

5  Middle  East  McConnell  tankers  give 

6  conflict  resporee  flexibility 

7  Additionally,  the  tankers  at  McConnell 

0  Air  Force  Base  being  so  closely  located 

9  to  Air  Mobility  Command's  Mobility 

10  Training  hub,  Altus  Air  Force  Base 

11  230  miles  as  the  crow  flies,  allows  those 

12  two  Air  Force  bases  to  achieve  fuel 

13  efficiencies.  Within  minutes  of  takeoff, 

14  the  planes  from  Altus  Air  Force  Base  arxl 

15  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  can  be  flying  in 

16  formation  and  that  is  a  benefit  and  a 

17  cost  savings  to  all  of  us  as  taxpayers 

10  So  bottom  line,  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

19  IS  quite  simply  the  best  location  for  our 

20  response  flexibility  and  the  fact  that  we 

21  can  support  the  intensive  training 

22  requirements  as  this  new  KC-46A  IS  made 

23  part  of  our  new  fleet  For  most  of  my 

24  career,  I've  been  associated  with  tankers 

25  in  one  aspect  or  another  When  I  worked  at  Boeing,  I  led  a  team  of  software 

2  engineers  that  are  writing  the  code  for 

3  the  new  KC-46  boom  to  actually  fly  it, 

4  and  although  Boeing  is  moving  to 

5  Oklahoma,  those  software  engineers  are 

6  still  here  in  Wichita  writirig  that  code 

7  And  at  Spirit  AeroSystems,  hundreds  of 
0  Spirit's  employees  are  building  the 

9  forward  fuselage,  cockpit,  if  you  will, 

1 0  for  the  KC-46A  as  well  as  the  fan  cowls, 

11  the  fan  ducts  and  the  forward  leading 

12  edge  of  that  aircraft  When  we  rolled 

13  out  the  first  forward  fuselage  at  Spint 

14  AeroSystems,  our  customer,  Boeing  and 

15  the  Air  Force  came  here  to  celebrate  with 

16  hundreds  of  Spirit  employees  Our  Spirit 
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•  Cathy  McChin  pfovtded  verbal  comment  at  tlte  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/12/13,  comment  received 
via  Vonsciipt from  court  reporter 

MS.  MCCLAIN:  Good  evening.  I’m 

15  Cathy  McClain  from  Spirit  AeroSystems 

16  At  Spirit  rm  charged  with  leading  and 

17  directing  four  aircraft  programs,  but  I'm 

18  here  tonight  not  only  as  a  representative 

19  of  Spint  AeroSystems  but  as  a  retired 

20  Air  Force  officer  a  former  wing 

21  commander  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  and 

22  an  Air  Force  veteran  who  decided  to  come 

23  home  and  call  Wichita  my  new  home  and 

24  raise  mv  family  here  Why  is  McConnell 


Final 


A.7-197 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.3.10  McConnell  AFB  Draft  EIS  Comments  ( Continued) 


M.051_0_A 

•  Kurt  Carpenter  provided  verbal  comment  at  tbe  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/12/13,  comment  received 
via  transcriptfrom  court  reporter. 

MR.  CARPENTER;  Good  evening  Kurt 

14  Carpenter  and  I'm  the  Air  Traffic  Manager 

15  at  Wichrta  AtrTraffic  Control  Tower  and 
IS  TRACON,  and  on  dehatf  of  the  FAA,  we'd 
17  like  to  express  our  strong  support  for 

1 B  the  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  with  respect 

19  to  its  selection  for  Main  Operating  Base 

20  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 

21  At  our  facility  ,  we  don't 

22  only  separate  and  control  the  aircraft  in 

23  and  out  of  Mid-Continent  we  have  a 

24  30-mile  radius  roughly  up  to  15,000  that 

25  we  support  and  that,  of  course,  includes 

1  McConnell  and  other  airports  around  the 

2  area  such  as  Beech.  Jabara.  Hutchinson 

3  many  others,  but  we  believe  that  this 

4  base  should  be  here  There's  obviously 

5  some  economic  benefits  and  other  things 
s  that  have  been  talked  about  tonight  and 

7  will  be  talked  about  later,  but  the  one 
B  thing  I  wanted  to  bring  up  tonight  is  the 

9  safety  aspect  We  have  a  big  history  of 

10  working  the  aircraft  in  arxl  out  of  this 

11  area  both  for  military  and  commercial 

12  The  FAA  tower  and  radar  approach  control 

13  folks  are  highly  trained  and  highly 

14  experienced  in  heavy  jet  actrvrty  as  well 

15  as  other  military  operations  And  just 

16  to  give  you  an  idea  of  how  much  we  do  the 

17  work  there  and  how  much  we  -  the 
la  activity  at  Wichite  jUst  at 

19  Mid-Continent,  the  air  traffic  control 

20  tower  harxJles  22,000  military  operations 

21  per  year  averaging  about  1800  per  month. 

22  and  of  those  almost  22,000.  the  local 

23  operations  which  we  translate  to  either 

24  touch-and-go  or  training  operations  And 

25  then  the  TRACON  which  again  is  the  radar  i  facility  handles  over  32.000  military 

2  operations  That's  averaging  over  2600 

3  per  month,  and  out  of  tfiose  over  30  000 

4  were  itinerant,  meaning  they  either  land 

5  at  McConnell,  Hutch  or  Mid-Continent  So 

6  as  you  see  that  great  amount  of 

7  activity,  adding  a  few  more  is  not  going 
B  to  make  any  difference  for  us  In  fact, 

9  our  numbers  have  been  down  the  last  four 

10  to  five  years,  so  we  welcome  that 

11  opportunity  to  increase  those  numbers  and 

12  keep  our  folks  busy,  keep  them  up  to 

13  speed-  To  emphasize  safety  again  a 

14  little  more,  we  do  have  letters  of 
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15  agreement  and  procedures  in  place  With 

16  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  to  accommodate 

17  their  traffic  to  seamlessly  merge  and 
la  blend  that  traffic  into  the  overhead 

19  traffic  that  we  currently  have  from  the 

20  other  airports  Also,  we  do  provide  a 

21  24-hour  service  We're  open  24  hours  a 

22  day,  and  again,  that's  radar  guidance  in 

23  and  out  of  McConnell  and  the  area  And 

24  we  do  one  other  thing  about  the  airspace 

25  here  It  is  pretty  wide  open  There  are  MOAs,  military  operations  areas,  on 

2  Virtually  all  sides  of  us  within  about  a 

3  40-mile  area,  and  so  we  already  have  that 

4  military  activity,  we  can  accommodate 

5  that  and,  bottom  line,  right  now  we're 

6  ready  to  help  the  safety  and  service 

7  those  tankers  as  soon  as  they  get  going 
B  here,  We  greatly  appreciate  the 

9  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  project  and 

10  we  look  forward  to  a  positive  outcome  for 

11  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  Thank  you 
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•  Suson  fr/eowe/n  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  i  1/22/13,  comment 
received  via  transcript  from  court  reporter 

MS.  ERUENWEIN:  Thank  you.  My  name 

17  IS  Susan  Erlenwein  rm  the  Director  of 

18  Sedgwick  County  Environmental  Resources 

19  and  Household  Hazardous  Waste  Facility 
30  I'd  like  to  thank  Mr  Clarkforhis 

21  previous  review  of  the  NEPA  and  EIS 

22  Many  people  don't  realize  how 

23  comprehensive  the  environmental  impact 

24  statement  is  It  goes  into  great  detail 

25  on  the  current  soil  conditions,  water,  surface  grourxJwater,  wetlands  It's  very 

2  important  to  look  at  the  air  quality,  the 

3  noise  levels  and  socioeconomic  justice 

4  all  sorts  of  things  that  compile  into  an 

5  EIS  statement,  and  I  think  they  did  an 

6  excellent  job  in  doing  this  report  It's 

7  very  comprehensive  and  extensive  I've 
B  read  many  EIS  reports  and  this  one  did 

9  not  put  me  to  sleep,  so  t  appreciate 

1 0  that  It's  very  good  And  if  any  of  you 

11  have  actually  looked  at  it,  if  swell 

12  crver  500  pages  long  and  did  an  excellent 

13  job  in  looking  at  this  Whafs  very 

14  important  IS  that  the  EIS  Statement 

15  compares  the  current  conditions,  whafs 

16  existing  nowand  what  will  exist  with 

17  changes,  whether  those  are  the 

10  construction  changes  that  will  go  on  or 

19  whether  it  has  to  deal  with  the  air 

20  emissions  from  the  aircraft  or  the  noise 

21  levels  of  the  aircraft  I'm  very  pleased 

22  that  this  came  out  very  positive  for  our 

23  community  They  looked  at  our  current 

24  air  quality  coixfitions,  noise  levels. 

25  growth  patterns  and  It  came  out  very  excellent  I'd  like  to  thank  you  for 

2  your  thorough  report  and  I'm  very 

3  supportive  of  this  project  Thank  you 

4  very  much 
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•  John  Schlegel  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/12/13 .  comment  received 
via  transcript  from  court  reporter. 

MR.  SCHLEGEL:  Good  evening  My 

9  name  is  John  Schlegel  I'm  the  Director 

10  of  Ranning  for  Sedgwick  County  and  for 

11  the  City  of  Wichita,  and  my  comments 

12  tonight  are  about  land  use  around 

13  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  In  2005, 

14  Sedgwick  County  and  the  cities  of  Wichita 

15  and  Derby  participated  in  the  development 

16  of  a  Joint  Land  Use  Study  also  called  a 

17  JLUS,  for  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  The 

18  purpose  of  the  study  was  to  analyze  the 

19  impacts  of  urban  develofwnent  around 

20  McConnell  for  the  Base's  current  mission 

21  and  other  possible  future  missions  The 

22  JLUS  in  20IK  was  prompted  by  the 

23  completion  an  Air  Installation  Compatible 

24  Use  Zone  Study,  also  called  an  AlCUZ,  for 

25  McConnell  that  was  completed  in  2004 

The  updated  AlCUZ  study  showed  that  the 

2  noise  exposure  area  around  McConnell  had 

3  shrunk  considerably  from  that  of  the 

4  previous  B-1  Bomber  mission  and  many 

5  Wtehilans  will  remember  the  B-1  Bomber 

6  mission  being  stationed  at  McConnell 

7  The  2005  JLUS  assessed  future  development 

8  potential  around  the  base  arxl  existing 

9  and  future  land  use  conflicts  It  listed 

10  recommendations  for  changes  in  local 

1 1  government  larid  use  regulation  and  in 

12  local  real  estate  practices  that  could 

13  help  minimize  conflicts  between  land  use 

14  arourxl  the  base  and  base  operations 

15  Sedgwick  County,  Wichita  and  Derby  have 

16  imade  significant  progress  in  implementing 

17  these  recommendations,  and  here  are  a 

18  few.  First  of  all.  for  decades,  Sedgwick 

19  County /Wichita  have  jointly  administered 

20  airport  overlay  districts  in  the  clear 

21  zones  and  accident  potential  zones  at 

22  each  end  of  the  McConnell  runways  These 

23  overlay  distncts  have  helped  keep  the 

24  wrong  types  of  land  uses  out  of  these 

2  5  zones  As  a  result  of  the  JLUS,  these  regulations  were  strengthened  even 

2  further  to  clanfy  that  the  intent  of  the 

3  airport  overlay  district  is  to  prevent 

4  the  concentration  of  large  bodies  of 

5  people  and  residential  development  in 

6  these  zones  Wichita  and  Sedgwick  County 

7  also  adopted  the  Air  Force  base 

a  protection  overlay  district  as  a  result 
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9  Df  that  JLUS,  The  zoning  overlay 

1 0  surrounds  the  base  and  restricts  building 

11  heights  to  25  feet  Its  purpose  is  to 

12  prevent  ~  is  to  protect  the  base  from 

13  possible  terronst  activities  by 

14  preventing  observation  and  launching  of 

15  attacks.  In  addition,  Wichrta  Area 

16  Associatior*  of  Realtors  has  incorporated 

17  into  Its  disclosure  forms  a  rxitice  that 
IB  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  is  an 

19  operational  base  and  operates  24  hours  a 
30  day  and  planes  fly  out  of  the  base  and 

21  they  generate  noise  It  goes  on  to 

22  explain  how  a  potential  buyer  can  get 

23  more  specific  information  so  that  we  have 

24  informed  buyers  And  since  I  have  the 

25  stop  sign  there,  what  fd  like  to  do  is  thank  the  Air  Force  for  giving  us  this 

2  opportunity  to  testify  We  are  proud 

3  that  McConnell  and  its  personnel  that 

4  serves  its  current  mission  to  have  them 

5  as  members  of  our  community,  and  we  look 

6  forward  to  having  them  as  a  vital  part  of 

7  our  community  for  years  to  come.  Again 
9  thank  you  for  this  opportunity 


M_054_0_O 

•  OaudiQ  Ferra/o  prowded  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/12/13,  comment 
received  via  tiamcripr from  court  reporter. 

W.  FERRARO:  Good  evening  I'm 

13  Claudio  Ferraro  I'm  the  Senior 

14  Administrator  for  Via  Chnsti  St  Joseph 

15  Hospital  and  clinical  service  lines  I’m 

16  a  past  honorary  Wing  commander  and  a 

17  current  member  of  the  Frierxls  of 

18  McConnell  organization  ViaChristi 

1 9  Health  is  largest  provider  of  hearth 

20  care  services  in  Kansas  with  its  origin 

21  dating  back  to  1889  Based  in  Wichita, 

22  we  serve  Kansas  and  Northeast  Oklahoma 

23  through  our  doctors,  hospitals  senior 

24  villages  and  health  services.  I'm 

25  honored  to  have  the  privilege  to  share  some  information  about  the  state  of 

2  health  services  capabilities  here  and  how 

3  we  are  positioned  to  collaborate  and 

4  support  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  in  its 

5  role  as  the  home  for  the  KC-46A  tanker. 

6  Wichita  and  Southcentral  regran  of  the 

7  state  are  extremety  fortunate  to  have 
s  world-class  health  services  across  the 

9  continuum  from  pnmary  care  to  the  most 

10  acute  care  services,  Via  Christi  HCA 

11  Wesley  and  other  health  care  providers 

12  collectively  provide  some  of  the  most 

13  high  intensity  care  in  services  that  are 

14  in  place  to  augment  McConnell's 

15  capabilities  lo  ensure  Its  mission  IS 

16  always  in  a  state  of  readiness  \Ne  are 

17  here  to  serve  its  airmen,  their 

1  a  dependents  and  its  many  civilian 

19  employees  and  their  families  Some 

20  highlights  of  our  oollective  capabilities 

21  include  Five  acute  care  hospitals,  four 

22  specialty  hospitals,  maternal  fetal 

23  medicine,  Level  3  NiCU  facilities  and  the 

24  most  modern  birth  facilities  and 

25  services,  state  of  the  art  cancer  treatment  cancer  research  and  support 

2  services,  wound  care  centers.  Level  1 

3  trauma  centers  and  ERs  specializing  in 

4  pediatric  care,  comprehensive  pediatric 

5  outpatient/inpatient  ERs,  a  regional  bum 

6  center,  accredited  cardiac,  neuro  and 

7  epilepsy  programs,  joint  commission 

B  accredited  stroke  centere,  rehabiirtation 

9  hospitals,  a  behavioral  health  hospital. 

10  In  collaboration  with  KU,  Wesley  and 

1 1  Via  Chnsti.  over  250  residents  are 

12  trained  in  13  residency  programs  here  in 

13  Wichita  We  have  an  extensive  network  of 

14  primary  care,  imaging,  ambulatory  surgery 
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15  and  rehad  clinics  that  exist  througnou? 

15  the  region  VWchita  is  home  to  the 
17  Robert  J.  Dole  VA  Medical  Center  sen/ing 
19  thOLsands  of  veterans  across  many  Kansas 

19  counties  for  75  years  As  an  active 

20  supporter  of  McConr>ell  in  a  variety  of 

21  capacities  over  the  years,  It  IS  clear 

22  that  this  community  and  the  health  care 

23  sector  have  had  a  long  and  rich  tradition 

24  in  supporting  McConnell  since  its 

25  inception  In  addition  to  strong  partnerships  in  helping  to  ensure  that 

2  McConnell  maintains  its  mission 

3  readiness,  we  have  been  honored  to  serve 

4  side  by  side  on  base  and  in  the  community 

5  from  air  shows  to  working  collaboratively 

6  dunng  periods  of  local  arid  regional 

7  disasters  Via  Christi  is  very  pleased 

a  the  Air  Force  selected  McConnell  to  be  a 

9  preferred  site  for  the  new  KC-46A  tanker 

10  and  we  collectively  stand  behind  and  with 

11  our  military  colleagues  in  offering  our 

12  support  in  these  final  stages  of  making 

13  this  designation  permanent  McConnell 

14  Air  Force  Base  has  been  a  tremendous 

15  asset  to  our  Southcentral  Kansas 

16  community,  both  from  an  economic  and 

17  communi^  partner  standpoint  We  believe 

18  there  is  no  better  choice  among  the  site 

19  options  being  considered,  therefore, 

20  Via  Chnstl  pledges  our  full  support  of 

21  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  and  we  stand 

22  ready  to  assist  the  Air  Force  and  our 

23  community  in  the  process  of  securing  the 

24  final  selection  of  the  base  as  the  home 

26  for  the  KC-46A  tanker  Thank  you 


M_055_0_O 

*  lack  Pulley  pi avided  verbs/  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  comment  recei'ned  via 

transcript  from  court  reporter. 

MR.  PULLEY:  I’m  Jack  Pulley  I'm 

6  the  Fleet  Manager  for  the  Davis-Moore 

7  Auto  Group,  but  I'm  here  this  evening  as 
9  president  of  the  Friends  of  McConnell  I 

9  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  on 

10  behalf  of  the  Friends  of  McConnell  This 

11  IS  our  region's  civilian  support 

12  organization  for  McConnell  Air  Force 

13  Base,  Its  airmen  and  families  The 

14  activities  and  wide  range  of  support  that 

15  Friends  of  McConnell  provide  speaks 

16  volumes  for  the  respect  and  admirabon 

17  our  businesses  and  residents  have  for  the 
19  airmen  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  If 

19  you  would  allow  me  to  list  just  a  few  of 

20  the  things  that  we've  supported  in  the 

21  last  few  months  The  annual  and 

22  quarterly  awards  We  provide  the  morey 

23  that  give  awarc^  to  the  Winners  The 

24  enlisted  spouses  has  a  program  called 

25  Operation  Holiday  Surprise  and  what  this  is  is  £-4  and  down,  we  go  and  give  them, 

2  actually  pay  their  grocery  bill  when  they 

3  check  out  at  Chnslmastime  and 

4  Thanksgiving  time  The  Officers'  Spouses 

5  Scholarship  Fund.  McConnell  top  three 

6  senior  NCO  induction  Quarterly,  we 

7  support  the  Hearts  Apart  which  we  have  a 
9  dinner  for  the  deployed's  spouses,  the 

9  Folds  of  Honor  Golf  Tournament,  the 

10  Airman's  Courxiil,  the  annual  awards 

11  program  of  the  931st  Air  Refueling  Wing 

12  and  the  184th  Intelligent  Wing  integral 

13  parts  of  Team  McConnell.  In  addition, 

14  the  base  can  always  count  on  us.  Friends 

15  of  McConnell,  to  support  the  Tops  in  Blue 

16  performance  when  they  come,  the  open 

17  house  and  air  shows  when  we  have  them, 

19  Air  Mobility  Command  rodeo,  we  send 

19  people  with  them  arxl  we  cook  for  them  and 

20  entertain  them  We  always  provide  for 

21  the  Air  Force  ball  and  a  number  of 

22  squadron  group  arid  family  celebrations 

23  throughout  the  year  We  are  an  Air  Force 

24  town.  Air  Force  families  are  evident  in 

25  every  aspect  of  our  communities  They're  evident  in  our  schools,  in  our  churches, 

2  community  theaters  parades,  recreational 

3  programs,  especially  charitable  and 

4  volunteer  organizations,  civic  clubs  and 

5  neighborhood  associations  The  merging 

6  of  military  and  civilian  is  invisible. 

7  Here,  we  are  all  citizens  of  one 
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a  community  where  the  uniform  you  wear  aoes 

9  not  define  you,  if  enhances  you 

10  Sometimes  we  go  an  extra  mile  There 

11  have  been  instances  that  have  occurred 

12  that  the  Friends  of  McConnell  have 

13  Stepped  Up  A  couple  examples,  a 

n  deployed  spouse  came  to  her  house  around 

15  the  Chrisfrrtastime  only  to  find  her  car  on 

16  bricks  or  on  blocks  and  hier  house  cleaned 

17  out  And  with  a  quick  e-mail  to  all  of 
le  our  Friends  of  McConnell,  we  raised 

19  thousands  of  dollars  to  help  her  restore 

20  her  life  and  her  Christmas  Another 

21  instaixe  was  a  young  airman  family  that 

22  had  a  sick  daughter  that  they  couldn't 

23  afford  to  get  to  the  other  community  that 

24  they  needed  to  tate  her  to  for  services 

25  Again,  we  raised  the  money  and  helped  that  young  family  take  their  daughter  to 

2  that  facility.  And  taking  the  McConnell 

3  message  into  the  community  IS  something 

4  we  do  frequently  Continual  education  of 

5  our  citizens  about  the  value  of  McConnell 

6  IS  sorrrething  we  relish  doing,  speaking  to 

7  civic  clubs,  church  groups  and  veterans 
B  groups  whenever  possible  Part  of 

9  McConnell's  mission  statement  is  to 

10  guarantee  that  an  assignment  to  McConnell 

11  IS  the  best  assignment  of  an  airman's 

12  career,  and  judging  from  the  number  of 

13  compliments  we  receive,  we  think  we're 

14  doing  a  pretty  good  job  Thank  you  for 

15  the  opportunity  to  speak  m  support  of 

16  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  becoming  the 

17  best  assignment  for  the  new  KC-46A 
la  tanker  Thank  you  very  much 


M_056_0_0 

•  Woync  Roberts  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  lJ/12/13.  comment 
recetved  via  tranicnptfrom  court  tepofter 

MR.  ROBERTS:  Good  evening  My 

24  name  is  Wayne  Roberts  and  I'm  Chairman  of 

25  the  Tanker  Task  Force  and  the  Joint  Military  Committee  The  Tanker  Task 

2  Force  was  formed  when  the  competition 

3  began  for  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A.  Our 

4  community  leaders  wanted  to  make  sure  we 

5  had  a  targeted  approach  to  explain  to  Air 

6  Force  officials  why  McConnell  was  the 

7  logical  choice  for  the  MOB  1  The 

B  Wichrta  Metro  Chamberspearheaded 

9  bringirig  together  all  the  Interested 

10  parties  into  a  task  force  that  was 

11  targeted  with  getting  out  the  message  in 

12  a  Clear  and  concise  manner  Ourtask 

1 3  force  was  represented  by  the  Governors 

14  Military  Courx5il,  Friends  of  McConnell, 

15  the  Wichita  Metro  Chamber,  the  Wichita 

16  irtoependent  Business  Association. 

17  Sed^ick  County,  the  cities  of  Wichita 

18  and  Derby  and  retired  Air  Force 

19  personnel  The  base  has  won  over  80 

20  awards  in  the  past  18  months  That's 

21  nxire  than  all  the  other  Air  Motxlity 

22  Command  bases  put  together  It's  a 

23  strong  case  for  the  46-A  beddown  at 

24  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  You  logically 

25  want  to  put  the  best  planes  where  you 
have  the  best  personnel  and  the  best 

2  performarx^e.  As  you’ve  heard  from  other 

3  speakers,  this  community  wholeheartedly 

4  supports  the  airmen  at  McConnell  We've 

5  embraced  them  as  an  integral  part  of  our 

6  community  and  continue  to  look  for  ways 

7  to  show  them  that  we  recognize  and 

9  appreciate  the  sacrifices  they  make  to 

9  keep  us  free  We  have  heard  time  and 

10  time  again  from  airmen  to  base  leadership 

11  that  they  have  never  seen  the  support  to 

12  the  level  we  have  in  communities 

13  surrourxJing  the  base,  arxl  thafs  why  so 

14  many  of  them  return  to  Wichita  and  retire 

15  once  they  have  completed  their  military 

16  service.  We  have  over  10.000  retirees  in 

17  Wichita.  Derby  and  surrounding 
IB  communities  During  their  rmlitary 

19  careers,  they  have  been  stationed  in 

20  numerous  locations  both  in  the  U.S  and 

2 1  around  the  world,  and  there  is  no  greater 

22  compliment  to  have  them  select  Wichita 

23  and  our  area  as  their  final  home.  Our 

24  governmental  entities,  our  business 
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25  organizations  and  ouf  Citizens  wholeheartedly  support  McConnell  Air  M_057_0_A 

2  Force  Base  and  look  forward  to  being 

3  MOB  1  for  the  46-A  Thank  you  ♦  V/cfor  White  pto\/ide(i  \/etbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/12/13.  comment 

via  transcript  from  court  reporter. 

MR.  WHITE:  Good  evening  I’m 

9  Victor  White,  Director  of  Airports  for 

10  the  Wichita  Airport  Authority.  On  behalf 

11  of  the  City  of  Wichita  Airport  Authority, 

12  we  would  like  to  express  our  stror^ 

13  support  for  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  with 

14  respect  to  its  selection  as  the  Mam 

15  Operating  Base  of  the  KC-46A  tanker 

16  aircraft  The  Airport  Authority  is  the 

17  ownerandoperatorof  both  Wichita 

10  Mid-Continerrt  Airport  and  ColonelJames 

19  Jabara  Airport,  the  general  aviation 

20  field  here  in  the  area  We  believe  that 

21  the  Air  Force  should  select  McConnell  for 

22  this  mission  for  the  following  reasons 

23  that  are  directly  related  to  the  services 

24  and  facilities  that  we  have  successfully 

25  and  proudly  provided  to  McConnell  and  other  militarv  bases  for  a  number  of 

2  years  There  are  indeed  synergies  arid  a 

3  partnership  between  MicPContinent  Airport 

4  McConnell  McConnell  tanker  aircraft 

5  routinely  conduct  an  average  of  35  or 

6  more  operations  per  month  at 

7  Mid-Continent  Airport.  This  includes 

9  touch-and-go  operations  as  well  as  full 

9  Stop  takeoffs  and  landings  which  are 

10  used  for  plot  training  and  efficiency 

11  missions  Mid-Continent  Airport  is  open 

12  and  available  for  McConnell  aircraft  in 

13  the  event  of  weather,  mechanical  or 

14  emergency  diversion  sfluatlons  Just 

15  last  week,  for  example,  Mid-Continent 

16  hosted  four  KC-135  tanker  aircraft  for  a 

17  couple  of  days  dunng  inclement  weather 
10  When  the  instrument  landing  system  at 

19  McConnell  was  under  repair  TheFAAair 

20  traffic  control  tower  and  radar  approach 

21  control  operators  at  Mid-Continent  are 

22  highly  trained  and  experienced  in 

23  handling  heavy  jet  tanker  traffic  and 

24  other  military  aircraft  operations 

25  Because  of  the  airports  full  service  and  all-weather  capabilities  it  has  become 

2  the  facility  of  choice  for  not  just 

3  McConnell  aircraft  but  those  from  other 

4  Air  Force  bases  and  other  military 

5  services  as  well  who  routinely  operate  In 

6  and  out  of  Mid-Continent  Our  fixed  base 

7  service  operators  have  fueling 

0  capabilities  and  government  contracts 

9  which  permit  them  to  provide  aircraft 

10  refueling  to  literally  any  military 
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11  aircraft,  The  airport  has  plertty  of  ramp 
13  space  to  accommodate  the  temporarv 

13  parking  and  support  operations  for 

14  tankers  dunng  a  stop  here  The  airport 

15  has  a  24*hour  air  traffic  control  tower 

16  and  rac^r  approach  control  which 

17  currency  provides  radar  guidance  to 
10  McConnell  aircraft  The  airport  has  a 
14  24-hour  airport  police  and  fire 

30  department  which  IS  capable  of  providing 
21  emergency  services  and  security 
33  protection  for  tanker  aircraft  while  on 
33  the  ground  The  airport  has  inspectors 

24  from  U  S  Customs  and  Border  Protection 

25  to  handle  inbound  international  aircraft  as  well  Other  Air  Force  bases  in 

2  Oklahoma  and  throughout  the  region  use 

3  Mid-Continent  for  pilot  training  already 

4  due  to  our  capabilities  and  because  air 

5  traffic  here  is  less  than  in  surrounding 

6  states  There  are  approximately  1200 

7  military  operations  a  month  here  as  a 

8  result  of  the  airport  being  the  facility 

9  of  choice  in  the  region  Because  those 

10  aircraft  come  to  Mid-Continent  to  train 

11  illeaves  McConnell  free  to  operate 

12  without  any  interference  The  airspace 

13  surrounding  Wichita  IS  relatively 

14  uncongested  and  has  plenty  of  capacity  to 

15  handle  many  more  operations  than 

1 6  currently  come  into  both  McConnell  and 

17  Mid-Continent  And  this  part  of  the 

10  country  has  wide  open  airspace,  clear 
19  skies  and  outstanding  weather  that  IS 
30  conducive  to  the  placement  of  air 
21  refueling  flight  tracks  by  the  tankers 
33  One  of  the  reasons  for  that  is  that  these 

23  tracks  were  established  in  areas  that 

24  don't  conflict  with  highly  used  airliner 

25  routes  We  greatly  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project 

2  and  look  forward  to  a  positive  outcome  in 

3  favor  of  McConnell,  Thank  you 


M_058_0_l 

•  Dhna  Afeitonder  provided  verbal  comment  at  Wie  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/12/13,  comment 
received  via  transcript  from  court  reporter 

MS.  ALEXANDER:  Good  evening 

9  Hello  I’m  Diana  Alexander  and  I  do 

10  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on 

11  the  46-A  tanker  issue  and  the  awarding  of 

12  this  contract  to  McConnell  1  do  believe 

13  that  they  really  truly  are  the  best 

14  choice  as  a  lifelong  Wichltan,  and  also 

15  part  of  the  reason  why  I  am  here  is 

16  because  of  the  tragedy  that  happened  in 

17  1965  on  21st  and  Piatt  My  parents  lived 
10  at  21  stand  Grove  and  in  listening  to  the 

19  other  speakers  and  watching  their 

20  presentation.  I  do  think  that  McConnell 
31  would  be  the  best  place  for  It  because 

22  they  seem  to  be  --  their  safety  record  is 

23  quite  good  with  the  KC-135S.  There 

24  hasn't  been  a  repeal  of  what  happened 

25  thatday  And  also  I  was  looking  at  the  specs  on  the  KC-46  and  if  it  can  survive 

2  a  nuclear  attack.  I'm  thinking  that  it's 

3  probably  a  bit  more  at  the  very  least 

4  crashworthy  than  the  KC-135  And  I  also 

5  feel  that  another  thing  that  should  be 

6  considered  is  the  -  I  would  hope  that 

7  even  though  Boeing  has  left  our  fair  city 
6  that  the  close  relationship  between 

9  McConnell  and  Boeing  Will  continue  and 

10  that  they  will  be  able  to  put  in  input  on 

11  theKC-46A  And  inclosing,  another 

12  thing  that  I  am  concerned  about  is  if 

13  there's  any  emergency  plans  that  might  be 

14  put  into  place  or  any  sort  of  disaster 

1 5  training  scenarios  that  could  be  put  into 

16  place  to  avoid —  if  a  tragedy  like  that 

17  would  happen  again,  God  forbid,  we  doni 
10  want  that  and  I’m  thinking  -  and,  like  I 

19  said,  I  was  looking  at  the  specs  of  the 

20  KC-46  and  I  don't  think  that’s  likely, 

21  but  we  do  need  to  make  preparations  for 

22  and  plans  for  disasters  whether  they 

23  occur  or  not,  Thank  you  very  much 

24  Goodbye 
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M.059_D_P 

•  Mr.  Skeleton  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  li/12/13,  comment  leceived 
vio  transcript  from  court  reporter 

MR.  SKELTON:  By  the  way.  just  to 

4  Clear  one  thing  up,  I'm  not  related  to 

5  Councilman  Skeleton  I  grew  up  in 

6  Syracuse,  New  York  and  I  spent  30  years 

7  in  the  United  States  Air  Force  I'm  a 

B  retired  Chief  Master  Sergeant  and  why  do 

9  I  live  here  now  I  was  stationed  here 

10  back  when  there  were  missiles  here,  so 

11  you  can  see  I'm  old  But  anyways  I  came 

12  back  here  after  I  retired  out  of  the  Air 

13  Force  because  this  was  a  great  friace  to 

14  live.  When  I  was  stationed  here.  I  said 

15  I've  got  to  come  back  here  to  live  And 

16  the  reason  I  do  is  rii  explain  this  to 

17  you  in  the  best  way  I  can  Everybody 
19  else  has  had  an  opportunity  to  say 

19  something  that  was  very  well  for  this 

20  community  But  anyways.  I  get  the 

21  opportunity  every  class  that  graduates 

22  the  young  airmen  that  go  through  their 

23  first  leadership  class  at  McConnell  Air 

24  Force  Base.  I  have  the  opportunity  to 

25  speak  to  them  and  I  have  done  that  for  14  years  and  I  always  ask  this  question 

2  How  many  of  you  are  college  graduates  and 

3  how  many  of  you  are  going  to  college 

4  It's  surpnsing  how  many  of  our  young 

5  airmen  today  are  going  to  college  here 

6  We  have  the  best  opportunities  any  place 

7  for  young  airmen  to  go  to  college.  And 

B  the  reason  I  care  about  young  airmen  is 

9  because  I  had  a  lot  of  them  that  worked 

10  for  me  and  I  had  a  lot  of  them  that  I 

11  cared  about,  worried  about  and  thought 

12  about  what  was  going  to  hai:^n  to  (hem  in 

13  their  lives,  and  one  of  the  most 

14  important  things  to  the  people  that  fix 

15  these  airplanes  and  fty  them  is  that 

16  their  families  are  going  to  be  okay  while 

17  they're  gone  and  that  they  have  an 

18  opportunity  in  life  to  get  ahead  This 

19  is  ^e  best  place  they  can  go  to 

20  technical  school  here,  as  a  matter  of 

21  fact  they  can  learn  to  fly  here  They 

22  teach  at  --  K-State  has  one  of  the  best 

23  flying  there  IS  But  the  opportunities 

24  here  for  the  young  airmen  that  we  have 

25  and  even  the  young  officers  that  we  have  today  are  great,  and  if  there's  any  one. 

2  I  don't  know  what  it  is.  You  probably 

3  heard  a  good  friend  of  mine  that  works 

4  for  Davis-Moore  came  out  here  and  talked 

5  and  whal  goes  on  I  think  this  is  one  of 


6  the  greatest  places  for  young  people  to 

7  come  for  opportunities  in  their  femilies, 

9  in  their  future  for  them  because,  as  you 

9  know,  when  we  go  to  war,  it's  not  fun 

10  I've  been  there  and  I  did  that  and  it's 

1 1  not  a  lot  of  fun  The  biggest  thing  you 

12  worry  about  IS  your  family  In  Vietnam 

13  when  you  used  to  want  to  lalkto  your 

14  families  on  the  phone  and  your  wife 

15  called,  you  had  to  get  ahold  of  your  wife 

16  and  you  finally  got  ahold  of  her  and  you 

17  always  went  through  the  Mars  station  and 
19  ail  these  people  plugged  you  in  and  you'd 

19  call  your  wife  aryj  she'd  say  the  washing 

20  machine's  broke  honey,  and  you  said 

21  well,  get  (t  fixed  And  she'd  say  over 

22  and  it  would  come  to  you  The  next  time 

23  you  finally  got  ahold  of  her,  she  would 

24  wnte  a  letter  and  say  I  got  a  new  wash 

25  machine.  But  anyways  the  things  that  happen  today  peopie  worry  about  ana  we 

2  want  to  make  it  less  worried  for  these 

3  kids  and  these  men  that  fly  these 

4  airplanes  as  they  can  and  McConnell  Air 

5  Force  Base  and  this  community  does  an 

6  excellent  job  I  am  proud  to  have  the 

7  opportunity  to  be  called  a  Kansan.  And 

8  just  to  close  I'll  say  this  I  went  back 

9  to  New  York  for  my  60th  high  school 

1 0  graduation  and  I  was  asked  this  question. 

11  what  do  you  think  you're  doing  Irving  in 

12  Kansas  and  I  always  say  it's  the  best 

13  place  of  all  the  places  that  I've  lived 

14  is  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  in  Kansas  I 

1 5  think  that  the  young  men  that  come  here, 

16  its  the  most  important  thing  “  you  can 

17  have  all  the  Environmental  Impact  Studies 
la  and  everything  you  want  to.  but  you  want 

19  to  worry  about  the  young  people  ftying 

20  and  fixing  them  that  them  and  their 

21  families  have  a  good  place  to  live 

22  Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunrty 
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*  David  Hitchcock  provided  verbal  comrtient  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  2  X/22/X  3.  comment 
received  via  transcnprfrom  court  reporter. 

MR.  HITCHCOCK:  Good  evening. 

3  everyone  My  name  is  David  Httchcock.  I 

4  Spent  23  years  at  Boeing,  part  of  which 

5  time  I  was  a  government  contracts 

6  manager,  in  interim  contractor  support 

7  for  the  ECP-405  program  concerning  the 
e  KC-135S  and  also  fleet  support.  So  I  say 

9  that  only  to  convey  to  you  that  my 

10  interest  in  the  KC-46A  is  not  a  casual 

11  interest  There's  little  I  can  say  that 

12  hasn't  already  been  said  but  in  heanng 

13  everything  that  has  been  said  both  about 

14  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  and  Wichita  and 

15  the  surrounding  communities,  I’m  reminded 

16  of  the  slogan  that  the  Phillips  66 

17  company  used  to  have,  ifs  performance 

18  that  counts,  and  I  would  ask  all  our  good 

19  representatives  of  the  Air  Force  who  are 

20  with  us  tonight  to  remember  that.  I  know 

21  we  are  supposed  to  speak  to  the  EIS,  but 

22  I  would  like  to  stress  that  if  it  is 

23  performance  that  counts,  please  consider 

24  what  you  have  heard  from  so  many  of  my 

25  fellow  citizens  tonight.  I'm  here  only  as  a  citizen  I  am  retired,  but  I  follow 

2  what  McConnell  does  very  closely  and  I 

3  would  like  to  endorse  everything  that  has 

4  been  said  if  I  could  speak  to  one  point 

5  concerning  the  EIS,  I  heard  some 

6  discussion  about  noise.  Well.  ( first 

7  became  acquainted  with  McConnell  back  in 

8  the  early  1950$  when  they  were  training 

9  B-47  flight  crews  and  maintenance  people 

10  to  service  that  airplane,  Then  came  the 

11  F-105,  then  came  the  F-4  and  afterthat 

12  came  the  F-16  and  the  B-1  Bomber  We  did 

13  have  missiles  for  a  time  but.  thank  God. 

14  we  did  not  hear  much  from  them  by  the  way 

15  of  noise  Andfinalty.  the  KC-135 

16  tankers  I  think  the  gentlemen  and 

17  ladies  from  the  Air  Force  know  by  rxiw 

18  that  we're  married,  in  effect,  to 

1 9  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  So  I  hope  that 

20  as  you  consider  the  firxJings  of  the  EIS 

21  and  compare  those  with  the  performance  of 

22  McConnell,  you  will  leave  this  meeting 

23  assured  that  tNs  community  does  support 

24  McConnell,  we're  proud  of  their  mission 

25  and  If  there  are  any  EIS  issues  that  need  to  be  addressed  in  the  positive  spmt 

2  that  both  we  and  McConnell  have,  tfiose 

3  will  be  well  taken  care  of  I  thank  you 

4  for  this  opportunity  Wish  you  all  a 

5  good  evening 


M_061_0_0 

•  T/m  W/tsman  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/lJ/lI,  comment  received 
via  transcript  from  court  reporter. 

MR.  WITSMAN:  Thank  you  very  much 

10  for  the  opportunity  I'm  Tim  Witsman  and 

11  I'm  President  of  the  Wichita  Independent 

12  Business  Association  I'll  have  very 

13  short  remarks  and  they're  really  about 

14  the  support  of  the  business  community  for 

15  McConnell  Wichita  Independent  Business 

16  Association/Kansas  Independent  Busir>ess 

17  Coalition,  which  we  call  WIBA  is  an 

18  association  of  nearly  500  Kansas 

19  businesses  that  are  not  publicly  traded 

20  companies  Wl  BA’s  been  in  existence  for 

21  over  82  years  We  have  partnered  with 

22  the  Wichita  Regional  Chamber  of  Commerce 

23  to  establish  a  Joint  Military  Affairs 

24  Committee  The  preponderance  of  our 

25  members  do  not  directly  gam  from  the  presence  of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  We 

2  are  however,  keenly  aware  of  McConnell's 

3  importance  and  pay  moie  than  lip  service 

4  to  supporting  the  base  and  its  mission 

5  WlBA's  Chairman  Elect,  Vi^yne  Roberts,  is 

6  Chairman  of  the  Joint  WIBA  Wichita  Area 

7  Chamber  Military  Affairs  Committee  and 

8  has  played  a  lead  role  in  demonstrating 

9  the  community  support  for  the  mission  of 

10  home  base  for  the  new  tanker  fleet.  In 

11  June,  a  representative  from  McConnell  was 

12  the  featured  speaker  at  WlBA's  montNy 

13  luncheon.  arxJ  on  Tuesday,  the  25th,  I 

14  will  introduce  the  Vice  Commander  of  the 

15  Wing  to  a  presentation  of  over  200  people 

16  at  Wichita  Downtown  Rotary  We  have 

17  members  who  are  Fnends  of  McConnell  and 

18  some  who  are  also  Golden  Eagles  and  I 

19  served  four  years  as  an  honorary 

20  commander  for  mission  support  out  there 

21  You  may  be  certain  that  the  Wichita  area 

22  business  community  IS  deeply  engaged  in 

23  ensuring  the  grovAh  of  the  healthy 

24  partnership  between  McConnell  Air  Force 

25  Base  and  the  Southcentral  region  of  Kansas  If  there  are  any  ways  that  we 

2  might  be  helpful  to  the  review  team,  we 

3  stand  ready  to  respond  Thank  you 
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•  Brian  McDaniel  provided  verbal  comment  at  the  McConnell  Public  Hearing  11/22/lS,  comment 
received  via  transcript  from  court  reporter 

MW.  MCDANIEL:  Greetings  everyone 

9  Thanks  for  the  opportunity  My  name  is 

10  Brian  McDaniel  I  spent  12  years  out 

11  here  at  McConnell,  grew  up  around 

12  Wichita  Where  Cedar  Crest  is  now 

13  located,  we  farmed  that  plus  a  half  mile 

14  east  -  we  had  from  the  creek  to  half 

15  mile  east  of  119th  Street  and  a  half  mile 

16  rxjrth,  so  I  have  been  very  fortunate  ~ 

17  three  companies  owned  me,  we  dont  own 

18  companies,  they  own  us,  aixl  the  clients 

19  are  the  peof^e  who  really  end  up  giving 

20  us  directions,  and  having  been  an  air 

21  traffic  controller  for  12  years  tn 

22  Vietnam.  Greenland.  California,  many 

23  different  places  having  trained  many 

24  many  air  traffic  controllers  right  out 

25  here  at  McConnell,  1  say  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  possibly  have  the 

2  C-46A  at  McConnell  Thank  you  and  good 

3  evening. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
SOUTHERN  PLAINS  REGION 
BRANCH  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
P.O.  BOX  368 

ANADARKO,  OKLAHOMA  73005 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

NATURAL  RESOURCES  <406)  247  M73 


Ms  Jean  Reynolds 

2261  Hughes  Ave.,  Suite  155 

JBSA  Lackland.  TX  78236-9853 


Dear  Ms  Reynolds. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  the  proposed  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First 
Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1).  We  have  reviewed  the  draft  EIS,  as  well  as  the 
maps  and  supporting  information,  and  have  determined  that  there  are  no  tribal  or 
Individual  Indian  trust  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Southern  Plains  Region 
within  the  study  area  of  the  draft  EIS 

If  any  additional  information  or  clarification  is  needed^leas^ontact  David 
Anderson,  Regional  Environmental  Scientist, 
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Thank  you  for  your  input. 
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Mr.  Joe  Sciabica 

Director,  Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center,  A4/7 
Logistics,  Installations  and  Mission  Support, 

United  Slates  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Building  171,  Kelly  Annex,  Lackland  AFB,  TX  78226 

Mr.  Sciuhica, 

We  recently  reviewed  the  Air  Force's  DraA  Environmental  bnpaci  Sialemeni  (EIS) 
concerning  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A  training  mission  which  makes  a  strong  technical  case  in 
favor  of  designating  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  as  the  Main  Operation  Base  (MOB  1) 
'‘preferred  alternative”  for  the  active  duty  operational  mission.  We  .strongly  believe  that  this  is  an 
excellent  decision,  and  one  that  is  based  on  detailed  analysis  conducted  by  the  United  States  Air 
Force’s  (USAF)  Strategic  Basing  Process.  We  would  like  to  .share  a  number  of  additive  factors 
below  that  reaffirm  the  report's  comprehensible  conclu.sion;  McConnell  AFB  is  the  ideal  location 
as  the  military’s  premier  air  refueling  installation. 

Facilities  and  Location 

McConnell  has  the  infrastructure  capability  to  support  the  inksion  and  to  centralize  the 
Air  Force's  KC-46A  training.  As  the  EIS  report  clearly  details,  McConnell's  facilities  are 
unmatched.  McConnell  AFB  was  in  a  truly  unique  situation  during  the  tmalysis  process; 
as  the  KC-135  mission,  the  KC-46A's  predecessor  aircraft,  was  stationed  at  McConnell, 
the  inslallalion  had  tremendous  facility  infrastructure  already  in  place,  which  was 
necessary  to  support  a  new  mission  like  the  KC-46A.  The  runway  support,  hangar  .space, 
fueling  storage,  ramp  capacity,  and  aircrew  and  maintenance  training  system  facilities  at 
McConnell  are  second  to  none.  The  tanker  pilots  will  also  have  acce.ss  to  three 
exceptional  auxiliary  airfields,  Clinlon-Sherman  Airport,  Forbes  Field,  and  the  Wichita 
Mid-Continent  Airport. 

Additionally,  McConnell  has  the  lowest  military  construction  costs,  it  is  located  in  a 
region  of  high  air  refueling  receiver  demand,  and  will  require  the  lowest  manpower 
adjustments  of  all  the  candidate  installations  considered.  McConnell  is  the  ideal  location 
for  the  K(M6A  Regional  Maintenance  Training  Center  and  will  be  in  close  relations  to 
the  Special  Operations  Air  Refueling  training  mission,  which  is  ba.sed  in  the  Southeastern 
part  of  the  United  Slates. 

A  Successful  History 

McConnell  was  selected  as  the  Main  Operating  Ba.se  (MOB  1)  for  a  wealth  of  reasons, 
but  its  succe.ssful  hi.story  of  operation  with  the  KC-135  tanker  waj;  one  of  the  most 
obvious  and  significant.  After  receiving  the  first  KC-135  tankers  in  1971,  McConnell 
was  instantly  a  major  force  in  the  refueling  iLspeci  of  aircraft  operations.  After  years  of 
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effective  service  and  successfully  retaining  some  of  the  most  high-skilled  airmen  and 
women  in  the  world,  McConnell  became  the  principal  location  for  tanker  pilots.  With  the 
93 1  St  Air  Refueling  Wing  and  the  22nd  Air  Refueling  wing  completing  the  KC- 1 35 
mission  during  demolition  and  reconstruction  actives  at  McCoimell,  the  transition  to  the 
new  KC-46A  mission  will  be  administered  by  experts  in  air  rcftieling  operations. 

By  bringing  the  KC-46A  mission  to  McConnell  as  the  Air  Force  begins  to  retire  the  KC- 
135  mission,  base  leadership  and  the  community  can  be  assured  that  not  only  will  the 
transition  be  significantly  easier  than  alternative  bases,  but  that  the  continuation  of  this 
mission,  which  will  hou,se  the  next  generation  of  aircraft  and  pilots,  will  ensure  the 
installation  will  continue  to  play  a  crucial  role  in  military  operations  for  decades  to  come. 

Community  Support 

Kansans  have  enthusiastically  demonstrated  their  support  for  the  Air  Force  and 
McConnell  AFB  for  decades.  More  recently,  Kansan  citizens,  including  decision-makers 
at  the  local  and  stale  levels,  have  strongly  supported  bringing  the  KC-46A  mission  to 
McConnell.  The  support  stems  from  successfully  completing  the  KC-135  mission,  which 
brou^t  an  immense  amount  of  pride  to  the  McConnell  community.  The  community’s 
proactive  steps  to  manage  growth  around  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  and  protect  it  from 
encroachment  arc  symbolic  of  the  prodigious  local  support.  The  state  and  local 
governments,  in  coordination  witii  military  installations,  have  come  together  to  ensure 
noise  contours,  accident  zones,  and  to  promote  air  quality  initiatives. 

In  short,  McConnell’s  unparalleled  facilitiw,  strong  community  support,  and  unmatched 
record  of  success  of  the  KC- 1 35  mission  make  it  an  ideal  home  for  the  KC-46A  training  mission. 
Accordingly,  wc  fully  support  the  Air  Force’s  favorable  consideration  of  these  factors  and  a  final 
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TIM  HUELSKAMP 
United  States  Representative 


K 

United  states  K^presentative 


Ml 


Congress  of  tl)r  Unitrli  S>tittfs 

Ipoiisf  of  i\rprc8ciitatiUrs 

inilaalimQloii,  DilT  20iM5-1002 
November  7. 2013 
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CC: 


Ms.  Kathleen  Ferguson  —  Assistant  Secretary  (Acting),  Assistant  Secretary  for  installations, 
Environment  and  Logistics 


Mr.  Joe  Sciabica 

Director.  Air  Force  Civil  Engineer  Center,  A4/7 
Logistics,  Installations  and  Mission  Support 
United  States  Department  of  the  Air  Force 


Building  171.  Kelly  Annex 
Lackland  AFB,  TX  78226 

Dear  Mr.  Sciabica, 

1  am  writing  to  express  my  continued  support  for  US  Air  l-orce's  (USAF)  selection  ol' 
McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  in  Wichita,  Kansas,  as  the  Department's  Preferred  Alternative 
as  the  first  Active  Duly  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Ba.se  (MOB  1)  for  USAF.  This  decision  will 
result  in  the  stationing  of  36  KC'46A  tanker  aircraft  at  McConnell  beginning  in  2016. 

As  the  home  of  Air  Mobility  Command's  22d  Air  Refueling  Wing  (22  ARW).  Air  Force 
Reserve  Command's  931  si  Air  Refueling  Group  (931  ARG).  and  the  Kansas  Air  National 
Guard's  184th  Intelligence  Wing  (184  IW).  McConnell  Air  Force  base  has  a  long  and  proud 
histoiy  of  Total  Force  air  refueling  operations.  McConnell  has  been  critical  to  the  evolution  of 
tanker  technology  with  their  role  in  evolution  of  the  KC-135R  fielding  of  SOAR-RT.  PACE^R 
CRACr,  ROBH  and  MPRS  systems.  As  such,  they  have  tremendous  experience  to  bring  to  the 
table  as  USAF  fields  the  KC-46A. 

Located  on  over  3.000  acres  of  land  on  a  facility  which  has  seen  a  clear  effort  to  en.surc 
that  any  development  around  the  base  would  preserve  McConnell's  cuiTcnl  and  future  mission 
capability,  the  installation  was  selected  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  MOB  I  KC'46A  basing 
for  a  host  of  reasons,  a  few  of  which  are  listed  below: 

•  McConnell's  long  track  record  of  success  with  the  KC-46's  predecessor  aircraft,  the  KC* 


135, 


•  fwo  13,000  foot  runways  which  are  in  excellent  condition  and  a  low  milcon  investment 
requirement  for  conversion  from  KC-135I^  to  KC-46A  operution.s. 

•  The  transition  will  require  the  lowest  possible  manpower  adjustments, 

•  1  he  location  of  the  base  is  central  for  the  Regional  Maintenance  fraining  Center, 

•  McConnell  is  located  in  a  region  of  high  air  refueling  receiver  demand. 

•  Strong  community  engagement  and  support. 

USAF’s  Strategic  Basing  Process  conducted  a  detailed  analysis  of  candidate  sites  for  the 
KC-46A  MOB  I  and  provided  substantial  evidence  that  McConnell  AFB  is  the  optimal  to  sei-ve 
as  the  MOB  I  KC-46  location.  Tlie  EIS  will  s  alidalc  this  decision  and  we  anticipate  a  Record  of 
Decision  in  2014  which  formalizes  this  decision. 
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Again.  I  wish  to  convey  my  full  support  for  this  mission.  The  KC-46  will  bring  a 
treniendous  power  project  capability  to  our  Air  Force  in  meeting  its  world-wide  requirements 
while  concurrently  providing  a  tremendous  sense  of  pride  to  McConnell  AFB  and  the  people  of 
Kansas. 


CC: 

Ms.  Kathleen  Ferguson  --  Assistant  Secretary  (Acting).  Assistant  Secretary  for  Installations, 
linvironmcnl  and  l.ttgislics, 


Sincerely. 


Member  of  Congress 


TIM  HUELSKAMP 


Congress  of  tlie  Slniteti  States 

litoiisr  of  i^cprcsriitiitilits 

iia.islimalim.  DC  20515-1001 

November  S.  2013 


Mr.  Joe  Sciabica 

Director.  Air  Force  Civ  il  l-.nginccr  Center.  A4'7 
Logistics.  Installations  and  Mission  Support. 

United  States  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Building  171,  Kelly  Annex,  l.ackland  AFB.  TX  78226 


Dear  Mr.  Joe  Sci.nbica. 


SMALL  BUBINCSS  COMMITTEE 


VETLKANS  AHAIRbCOMMinEE 

■.I  !■  MS . .  .  sOvi'> 
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I  am  writing  to  express  my  support  tor  the  US  Air  Force’s  (USAF)  .selection  of  McConnell  Air  Force 
Base  in  Wicluia,  Kansas,  as  the  Department's  Prcfeired  Alternative  as  the  ilrsi  Active  Duty  KC-46A 
Mam  Operating  Base  (MOB  I )  for  USAF. 

As  home  to  the  Air  Mobility  Command’s  22nd  Air  Kcfucling  Wing  (22  ARW).  Air  Force  Reserve 
Command’s  931  si  Air  Reluclmg  Group  (931  ARG).  and  the  Kaasas  Air  National  Ciuard’s  184lh 
Intelligence  Wing  ( 1 84  IW).  McC’onnell  carries  a  long  history  of  Total  Force  air  refueling  operations. 
Tlic  base  has  also  played  a  critical  role  in  lltc  progression  of  tanker  technology  with  the  evolution  til 
ilicKC-l35R. 

Looking  forward  I  believe  McConnell  also  will  play  a  vital  role  in  the  years  ahead  with  tlie  stationing 
ol  36  KC-46A  tanker  aircratl  at  McConnell  beginning  in  2016.  This  stationing  will  complement 
current  assets  at  the  3.000  acre  facility  for  a  variety  <if  reasons.  These  include  the  following: 

•  Twti  1 3.000  fool  runways  in  excellent  condition  and  a  low  milcon  investment  requirement  for 
conversion  from  KC-135R  to  KC46A  operations. 

•  Strong  engagement,  participation  and  support  tiom  the  surrounding  community. 

•  An  ideal  central  liKiiiitm  for  the  new  KC-46A  Regional  Maintenance  fraining  Center. 

•  Posilitmcd  in  a  region  ofhigh  air  refueling  receiver  demand. 

•  Ofall  installation  candidates  McConnell  possesses  the  lowe.st  manpower  adjustments 
necessary  for  transition  from  KC- 1  t.S  rofutding  airerall  to  KC*46A. 

MeC’oimcll  Air  Force  Base  is  an  optimal  location  to  serve  as  the  MOB  I  KC-46  li*calion  for  the 
USAF  riic  (invironmcntal  Impact  Study  will  validate  this  decision  and  we  look  forward  to  a  Record 
ofDecision  to  forniali/.e  this  decision  in  2014.  This  mission  has  my  full  support  and  I  look  Ibrward  to 
working  with  the  USAF’.  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  and  local  communities  in  Kansas  to  move 
forward  to  ensure  the  KC'-46A  mission  at  McConnell  is  a  success. 


Sineparfy. 

Tim  lluelskamp 
Member  of  Congress 
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U  S.  Deportment 
of  Transportotion 
Federol  Aviation 
Administration 


© 


NOV  1  9  2013 

J.  Dale  C’lark 

Chief.  Airforce  NEPA  Center 
2261  Hughes  Avenue.  Suite  155 
.IBSA  Lackland.  TX  78236-^)853 

Dear  Mr.  Clark: 

ITiank  you  for  your  Septemher  26  Idler  referencing  the  Draft  r.nvironmenial  Impact 
Statement  for  the  KC-46A  fonnal  1  raining  Cnit  {I  Tl  I )  and  first  Main  Opcraling  liasc 
(MOi^  1 )  Beddttwn. 

1  he  federal  Aviation  Administration  (l-AA)  Aiuspnee  Services  (AJV-1 )  has  revievsed  the 
KC-46A  FTLI  and  MOB  1  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  determined  that  the 
federal  action  described  within  the  docuinenl  dt^es  nol  involve  changes  in  airspace  or 
involve  f  AA  action  regarding  airspace  manugemciil.  .As  such.  A.IV-1  has  no  ctnnmem 

AJV-1  has  forwarded  the  link  to  the  IdS  website  (http:''/vvww.kc-46a- 
beddown.com/index.aspx)  which  contains  electronic  copies  of  the  document  to 
the  appropriate  Air  I  raftic  Organization  Service  Centers  for  tlieir  review.  All  comments 
will  be  provided  electronically  through  the  f'lS  website  before  the  public  comment  period 
ends  on  December ‘).  2012. 

Thank  you  for  providing  this  document  to  AJV-1  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with 
all  of  our  Department  of  Defense  partners  in  managing  the  National  Airspace  System. 

Sincerelv. 

i?ennis  E.  Roberts 
Director.  Airspace  Services 
Air  Traffic  Organization 


M_071_D_I 

- Original  Message — 

From  U'cHidy 

Sent  Sunday.  December oj;;.  yoiy  S  22  PM 
To  RtA-^JOLDS.  JILAN  A  TIV  L'SAF  f !.AF  AFCKCCZN 
Subject;  comment  wi  tanker  location  at  McConnell  AFB 

I  believe  Ihe  atr  force  missions  that  are  cnlical  have  been  beneticially  embedded  tn  our  community  for  almost  75 
years  Commencing  with  the  hegirtning  of  the  air  capitol  industry  in  the  2(rs  and  .^O's  our  country  has  benefited  as 
planes  and  air  crews  trained  in  Wichita  and  Kansas  The  Stearman  m  now  hanger  9  led  to  Boeings  growth  into  the 
the  B  29.  the  first  jet  bomber  B  47  and  then  the  B  52  Thousands  of  farm  and  small  town  folks  flocked  to  Wichita  to 
build  the  air  captiol  Atf  traffic  had  developed  through  the  histoncal  Wichita  Airport  In  1951  B  47s  trundled  across 
from  Boeing.  The  Wichita  Air  Base  started  tn  hard  back  tents  along  Oliver  Street  by  Boeing.  1 45  B  47s  started 
training  S/VC  crews  My  father  1  .ee  Thompson  a  good  Oklahom  a  Indian  and  fireman  grew  with  the  base  from  crew 
chief  to  Chief  He  went  on  to  help  tram  and  lead  fireman  at  bases  all  oierthe  world  At  night  in  lire  early  Slfsl 
would  sometimes  awake  to  the  sound  of  freedom  earned  on  the  south  svind  As  many  as  1 5  B  4Ts  were  doing  touch 
and  go's.  Young  Lts.atlended  my  church  at  Immanuel  Bapt  Psnicipatmg  in  our  you;^  peoples  groups  The 
congregation  was  composed  of  aircraft  workers  at  Beech  Cessna  and  Boeing  Our  classes  were  often  grades  Bocu^ 
cranked  up  to  32.1  Jtii  I  workers  for  the  13  52.  The  .Air  National  Guard  progressively  became  a  key  trainer  of  pilots, 
regular,  reserve  and  guard 

Returning  from  nnm  I  moved  to  east  Wichita  now  for  42  years  at  83f»2  E.  Gilbert  F  IfO.  F  105  F  4  soared  overhead 
to  tram  and  bomb  at  Salirui.  home  of  the  famous  Smokey  hill  bases  that  trained  all  of  the  B  29  crews  then  B  47.  Note 
It  has  one  of  the  longest  runways  in  the  world  A  good  place  for  diversion  for  tanker  crews  The  B  1  bombers 
rumbled  off  on  quick  lake  offs  The  sound  of  freedom  made  us  feel  proud  Them  the  KC  1 35  lundmg  Right  path  for 
years  passed  over  my  house  Regular  Air  Force  and  Resen’e  too.l  never  fail  to  look  up  and  follow  those  beautiful 
Bircralf  Wc  watch  our  birds  and  aircraft  with  joy  each  day  and  monitor  their  landii^  lights  as  they  pattern  uiuch  and 
go's  at  night  Its  tike  an  adult  can  enjoy  men  and  women  tlymg  with  our  daily  roigralions  of  geese  and  bird  sat  night 
and  day  Its  in  our  blood,  its  in  our  state  motto  reach  for  the  stars.  Its  more  than  our  environment.  Its  incur  bkxxll 
Our  habitat.  Air  capitol  habitat 

It  grows  on  you  I  have  transitioned  from  Marine  rifle  mfanlryraan.  Lawyer,  to  aircraft  worker,  to  become  our  vo 
tech  leading  loan  A£P  FAA  licensed  Mechanic  leadir^  to  work  in  production,  medium  au  carrier,  flight  mechanic  . 
plus  politics,  and  then  9  years  in  the  Civil  Air  Patrol  as  a  ground  team  leader  and  .Air  observer  We  meet  at  Hanger  9 
a  historical  building  on  the  west  side  of  the  base  on  the  Guard  side  It  was  the  Ural  Siearman  plant  Then  they 
became  part  of  the  Boeii^  company,  mewed  to  Oliver  street  and  built  1 5.tJOU  primary  trainers  in  \\ \V1!  for  the  army 
and  navy 

I  have  14  year.s  in  the  Machinists  muon  working  nl  the  plants  I  worked  at  Rieing  as  a  lawyer  in  contracts  Now  m 
semi  retirement  I  work  as  a  substitute  teacher  mostly  pre  k  thru  5lh  in  USD  259.  54.C»»  siutiems  We  liave  numerous 
magnet  schools  and  a  baccalaureate  program  atHa.st  High  Recently  I  subbed  at  Mueller  elementary  in  an  African 
.•\raehcan  urea  It  is  a  new  school  with  an  emphasis  in  aviation  You  sec  the  display  s  and  labs  for  nurturing  our 
youngsters  in  aviation  science 

(.Air  Wichita  Slate  L'niv  is  the  best  engineenng  school  in  the  world  The  vo  lech  1  attended  now  ranks  as  a  w  orld 
class  aviation  education  college  and  training  center  hacked  by  ail  of  the  four  aircraft  companies.  It  Ue.-i  north  of 
McConnell  at  the  business  aviation  Jabora  Airport  named  after  a  Wichilian  who  was  the  first  jet  air  ace  in  the  world 
in  the  Korean  War 

The  south  centra!  Kansas  area  communities  surrounding  Wichita  and  MctTonnell  have  wonderful  hoasir^  aieas  and 
schools  that  coasidently  score  well  on  state  educational  tests. 

.As  I  think  of  the  state  topography  1  flew  over  as  a  (.’AP  (official  aa\iliary  of  the  USAF)  An  Observer  and  the  many 
good  flyiT^  days.  I  realized  how  wise  our  WiXTl  planners  were  m  selecting  Kansas  for  the  famoas  B  29  bases  and 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
WASHINGTON.  D.C,  20460 


aircrat't  manul'acturing  We  have  more  good  flying  days  here  than  any  other  geographic  area  Centrally  located,  the 
tankers  can  fit’  anywhere  Crom  here  lo  assist  our  nation's  fleet  as  well  as  our  allies 


Bui  more  important,  like  that  chevy  truck  commercial,  this  is  the  heartland  of  America.  Honed  by  work  ethic, 
aircraft  aptitude,  and  the  charactei  of  the  small  comrounitics  and  the  bread  basket  farms  of  Kansas,  Oklahoma. 
Missouri  and  Nebraska,  the  great  depression,  the  sand  sloims  of  the  Si'/s.  die  war  years,  the  cold  war  and  and  the 
deplojineni  years  of  McConnell  supported  by  Wichita,  this  makes  Wichita  the  best  partner  for  the  environment  and 
habitat  for  the  new  tanker  prii^jram  Wc  are  joined  hipjoinl  leg  Kith  and  Km  and  heart  and  soul  with  the  future  of 
the  air  leadership  of  tlic  men  and  women  and  families  of  the  USAh'.  the  USAF  Res.  and  tlie  space  satellite  future  in 
the  mielligcncc  mission  of  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard  of  McConnell  /\f  B 


DFC  6 


eNFOKCeMCN'’'AND 


We  arc  again  reporting  for  duty  with  USi\Fi 


Ms,  .lean  Reynolds 
USAP  AFCEC/CZN 


2261  Hughes  Avenue.  Suite  155 
JBSA  Lackland  APB.  TX  78236-9853 

Dear  Ms.  Reynolds: 

In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force's  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  KC-46A  lormal 
Training  Unit  (P  I  U)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  (CEQ  No.  20130301). 

The  draft  EIS  addres.sed  the  potential  environmental  effects  ofeslablishing  a  KC-46A  FTU  to 
train  crew  and  support  personnel  to  operate  the  KC-46A  aircraft  and  the  MOB  1  to  provide  a  combat 
operational  KC-46A  aerial  refueling  force.  The  KC-46A  aerial  refueling  aircraft  will  replace  a  portion  of 
the  aging  fleet  orKC-135  Stratotankers.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  idcnlincd  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  as  the 
preferred  alternative  for  the  FT  U  scenario  and  McConnell  AFB  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  1 
scenario.  Alius  AFB  includes  the  beddown  ofone  FTU  squadron  by  Air  Education  and  Training 
Command  with  up  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft.  McConnel  AFB  would  lie  the  beddo\^'n  of  three  squadrons 
by  the  Air  Mobility  Command  with  36  KC-46A  aircraft. 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  EIS  provides  an  adequate  discussion  of  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  and  we  have  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impacts  requiring  substantive  changes. 
EPA  has  rated  the  draft  EIS  as  LO  - -‘Lack  ofObjections,"  A  summary  of  RPA's  rating  is  enclosed. 

We  appreciate  tlie  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  EIS.  The  stafl  contact  for  the  review  is  Candi 
Schaedle  and  she  can  be  reached  aljll^^^HHI 
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SIMMAKV  OF  R.VI  INi;  DKFINU  IONS  AND  FOLLOW  III’  ACTION' 
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(78^1  366-67S8 

0Ov»rroi  ki  90* 

H<ow»K.ik  (•iwcmi. 


No\cinJx*r  11. 2013 


Knviruriiiienlal  Impiict  of  the  Action 
I.O-Lack  ofObieciions 

The  Ef’A  review  has  not  identified  any  poietmal  cnviroruncnial  impacts  reqginnp  siibaianiive  rhanjics  lo  the 
proposal.  ITtc  review  may  liave  disclosed  opportunities  for  application  of  niiiiRniion  mcasLires  that  could  be 
accomplished  with  no  more  than  minor  changes  to  the  proposal 

IX'  Fnvironmcnlal  Conctims 

1  he  EP A  review  has  identified  cnvirorunenlal  impacts  that  should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the 
eiiviionmenl.  Corrective  measures  may  require  changes  to  the  preferred  aliemaiive  or  application  ormiiiBaiion 
rneasuics  that  can  reduce  the  environmental  impacts  EPA  would  like  lo  work  with  the  lend  agency  to  reduce  ihesc 
impacts 

The  H’A  rcviTwlias  identilicd  significant  eiivironinenial  unpacls  that  must  be  avoided  in  order  to  provide  adequate 
pioiection  for  the  environment  Torreettve  measures  may  require  subsianiiai  changes  to  the  preferred  nllemative  ot 
consideration  of  some  other  project  aUemaiivc  {including  the  no  action  alicmalive  ora  new  alternative)  l.PA 
intends  lo  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts 

EU-Environmeiiiallv  Unsaiisfacigry 
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UTi.saiisfacloi'y  fiom  the  standpoint  of  public  health  or  welfare  or  cnviionmental  quality.  EPA  intends  lo  woik  with 
the  lead  agency  to  reduce  lhe.se  impacts.  !f  the  poteiilial  unsatisfactory  impacts  arc  not  corrected  at  the  final  EIS 
sale,  ihis  proposal  will  be  recommended  foi  refenal  lo  the  CEQ- 
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The  f:PA  believes  the  draO  FIS  adequately  sets  forth  the  environmental  tmpact(s)  ot  the  preferred  nltcraiive  and 
those  of  the  altemaUvrs  reasonably  available  to  the  project  or  acimn  No  furihcr  analvsis  or  data  collecting  i.s 
necessary,  but  the  reviewer  may  suggest  the  addition  ofclarifying  language  or  mt'onnation 
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1  he  draft  EIS  does  not  contain  sufficient  inlonnation  for  the  t.l’A  lo  ftilly  assess  the  environmental  impacts  that 
should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the  environment,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  idcimried  new  reasonably 
avHilablc  alternatives  that  arc  withm  the  spectrum  of  alieinaiive.s  analyzed  in  the  iliaft  EIS,  which  .-oulil  reduce  the 
environmental  impacts  ot  the  action.  The  idciutfied  additional  infomialion,  data,  analyses,  or  discussion  should  he 
included  in  the  ftna)  EIS. 
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action,  or  the  HPA  reviewer  has  identined  new,  reasonably  available  alternatives  lliai  ,ire  (nitsulr  o|  the  spculmm  of 
alienialivc.s  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS.  which  sliould  he  analyzed  in  oidcr  lo  reduce  llie  potentially  significant 
cn\  ironmcnial  impacts.  EPA  believes  that  the  identified  additional  information,  data  analyses,  or  discussions  me  of 
such  a  magnitude  that  they  should  have  hill  public  review  al  a  dmfi  Mage.  CPA  docs  not  believe  that  ihe  diafi  EIS  is 
adequate  for  the  purposes  of  the  NEPA  and-'or  Section  309  review,  and  thus  should  be  formally  revised  and  made 
HVdilablc  for  public  comment  in  a  supplemeninl  or  revised  draft  CIS  On  the  basis  of  the  poiL-ntml  significnm  impacts 
involved,  this  proposal  could  be  a  candidate  foi  lefeiial  lo  the  Cf-Q 
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Mr.  Ji'k:  Sciahicd 

Director.  .Air  Force  Civil  Cnjiinccr  Center,  .A4  7 
l.oyisiics.  Installations  anJ  Mission  Supp<jr! 

I  Tiilcil  Stales  Depcirtnicni  of  the  .Air  horee 
liuikling  171.  KelK  Annex 
l.aeklum!  AFU.  I  X  7822(1 


Dear  Mr.  Sciabica. 


\N  e  are  c.slreinels  proud  lIuK  McConnell  .Air  I  urce  Rase  ( .M  R)  hits  been  sclcclcd  lo 
become  the  llrsl  .Active  [)ul\  Main  Operating  Rase  lor  the  KC*-‘I6A  mission.  As  proud  as 
^\e  arc  ol’  that  sclcciton.  \\c  in  Kaivsas  arc  just  ;ls  proud  of  -\le(  'onneirs  '*ticcosslwl  hisiorv 
oroperaiiny  air  rcTucling  aircrali.  Additionally  and  as  a  Icslameni  to  the  base's  commtinil 
leadership  and  its  hi^hly-skillcd  aimien  tutd  women.  \kc  take  great  pride  in  McConnell 
hii\int:  earned  more  awards  oxer  (he  past  l()  monlh.s  than  all  other  .Air  Mobility  ba.scs 
etrnihined, 

Clciirly  the  Classical  Assoei.iiittn  «»l'ihe  22"^  Air  Keliieiini!  W  inj:  and  (he  Resen  cs'  *).»!  ' 
Air  ReTueiing  Group  wa.s  a  t'actor  in  the  selection.  I  he  .state  looks  torxxard  to  helping 
grxwv  ihi.s  .Association  as  the  9.M**  inerea.ses  in  inaitpttxxet. 

I  also  want  you  to  kmnv  ihal  .McCAnmcIl  Al  R  enjoys,  artt!  xxill  continue  to  enjoy,  .sirony 
slate  and  ctMumunily  support  and  engagemeiu.  I  pledge  on  behnil* oC  the  clii/ens  ol 
Katoai.s  that  we  will  inxt  only  assist  McConnell  in  its  cnieieill  ucexunplishinenl  ol'tls  air 
telueling  mission,  hut  also  in  impruxiny  thexjualiiy  of  lireol'ius  airmen  and  women  and 
their  ramilic.s. 


'sincerely . 


cc 

Ms.  Kiithleen  Ferguson  Asslsiani  Jicerelary  lAeiiniJ).  Assistant  Secretary  tor 
Insialiaiions.  Liuironmcnt  and  l.o^isiics 
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2 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Good  evening. 

1 

3 

Air  Mobility  Command,  the  Air  Force  Civil 

2 

everyone.  Can  you  please  take  your  seats 

2 

Engineer  Center,  Air  Education  and 

3 

and  if  you  have  a  cell  phone  or  other 

3 

Training  Command  or  any  of  the  Air  Force 

4 

electronic  device,  please  silence  it  at 

4 

bases  under  consideration  for  the 

5 

this  time.  Time  permitting  after  the 

5 

proposed  action.  I  am  not  involved  in 

6 

formal  hearing.  Air  Force  representatives 

6 

any  way  with  the  development  of  the  Draft 

7 

will  remain  to  further  discuss  the 

7 

EIS  and  I  do  not  as  a  legal  advisor  to 

8 

proposals . 

8 

the  Air  Force  representatives  working  on 

9 

The  time  is  just  after 

9 

this  proposal . 

10 

5:30  p.m.  and  we  will  now  start  the 

10 

This  hearing  is  held  in 

11 

hearing.  Thank  you  for  attending  the 

11 

accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 

12 

Public  Hearing  for  the  Draft 

12 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  NEPA, 

13 

Environmental  Impact  Statement,  or  Draft 

13 

as  implemented  by  the  Council  on 

14 

EIS,  for  the  proposed  Formal  Training 

14 

Environmental  Quality  Regulations  and  the 

15 

Unit  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 

15 

Air  Force .  We  are  here  tonight  to 

16 

Beddown  of  the  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft. 

16 

present  information  on  the  environmental 

17 

I'm  Lieutenant  Colonel  Natalie  Richardson 

17 

impacts  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown 

18 

and  I'll  be  your  hearing  officer  tonight. 

18 

and  to  take  your  comments  on  the  Draft 

19 

I  am  an  Air  Force  judge  and  will  be 

19 

EIS  . 

20 

acting  as  the  moderator  tonight.  As  the 

20 

Tonight's  hearing  is  one  of 

21 

moderator,  my  role  is  to  ensure  that  the 

21 

several  opportunities  for  public 

22 

Air  Force  provides  a  fair,  orderly  and 

22 

comments.  This  hearing  is  an  opportunity 

23 

impartial  hearing  where  you  have  an 

23 

for  you  to  express  your  views  and 

24 

opportunity  to  make  comments  on  the 

24 

concerns  about  the  ade(5uacy  of  the 

25 

proposal .  I  do  not  work  for  anyone  at 

25 

environmental  analysis  contained  in  the 
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1 

4 

Draft  EIS,  as  well  as  any  issues  related 

1 

5 

Colonel  Cargle  will  first 

2 

to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

2 

present  information  on  the  proposed 

3 

process.  This  hearing  is  not  a  debate  or 

3 

action  and  the  alternatives.  Then 

4 

a  vote  on  the  Draft  EIS  and  it  is  not  a 

4 

Mr.  Clark  will  provide  an  overview  of  the 

5 

(Question  and  answer  session.  We  welcome 

5 

NEPA  process  and  will  summarize  the 

6 

your  input  on  the  environmental  analysis 

6 

potential  environmental  consequences  of 

7 

presented  in  the  Draft  EIS.  Comments 

7 

the  proposal .  After  their  presentations 

8 

about  other  unrelated  issues  can 

8 

which  should  take  about  20  minutes,  we 

9 

certainly  be  made,  but  they  will  not 

9 

will  have  a  break,  and  then  after  the 

10 

assist  in  the  decision  making  process  for 

10 

break  we  will  begin  our  oral  comment 

11 

the  Draft  EIS. 

11 

period  during  which  you  can  provide  input 

12 

I  would  like  to  begin  this 

12 

on  the  proposed  action,  Draft  EIS 

13 

hearing  by  introducing  the  NEPA  team. 

13 

analysis  and  potential  environmental 

14 

Beginning  with  the  team  leader,  Colonel 

14 

impacts.  Your  comments  will  become  part 

15 

Todd  Cargle,  with  the  Air  Mobility 

15 

of  the  official  record  of  the  final  EIS. 

16 

Command  who  will  present  details  of  the 

16 

Please  note  that  informal  discussions  at 

17 

proposed  action  and  alternatives.  Next 

17 

our  informational  displays  will  not 

18 

is  Mr.  Dale  Clark,  Manager  of  the  Air 

18 

become  part  of  the  EIS  record,  so  if  you 

19 

Force  NEPA  Center,  who  will  discuss 

19 

have  items  of  concern  about  the  analysis 

20 

results  of  the  NEPA  process.  Also, 

20 

in  the  Draft  EIS  you  would  like  to  bring 

21 

representatives  from  Leidos  are  here 

21 

to  our  attention,  please  do  so  during  the 

22 

supporting  the  Air  Force  as  the 

22 

formal  comment  opportunity  or  in  writing. 

23 

contractor.  Transcribing  tonights 

23 

If  you  do  not  choose  to  make 

24 

hearing  is  Janelle  Lindeman  from  Court 

24 

an  oral  comment,  you  can  submit  written 

25 

Reporting  Service. 

25 

comments  either  by  turning  in  a  comment 
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1 

6 

form  this  evening  or  by  mailing  it  to  the 

1 

7 

We'll  now  move  into  the 

2 

address  shown  on  the  screen.  Comments 

2 

briefings.  During  the  briefings,  our 

3 

may  also  be  submitted  online  at 

3 

speakers  will  be  reading  from  prepared 

4 

WWW . kc -  4  6  a . beddown . com . 

4 

scripts.  The  briefings  are  written  to 

5 

If  you  have  not  had  a  chance 

5 

make  certain  each  speaker  covers  all 

6 

to  review  the  Draft  EIS,  it  is  available 

6 

pertinent  information  and  that  it  is 

7 

on  the  website  or  at  one  of  the  public 

7 

consistent  for  all  four  hearings.  With 

8 

libraries  listed  here. 

8 

that.  I'll  turn  the  mic  over  to  Colonel 

9 

The  Air  Force  welcomes  public 

9 

Cargle . 

10 

comments  in  writing  at  any  time  during 

10 

COL.  CARGLE:  Good  evening  and 

11 

the  environmental  impact  analysis 

11 

welcome.  I'm  Colonel  Todd  Cargle.  I 

12 

process.  To  receive  timely  consideration 

12 

currently  serve  as  the  Chief  in  the 

13 

for  the  final  EIS,  please  submit  your 

13 

Programs  Division  within  the  Plans, 

14 

comments  by  December  9,  2013.  Your 

14 

Requirements  and  Programs  Director  at 

15 

comments  will  provide  the  decision-maker. 

15 

Headcguarters ,  Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott 

16 

the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  with 

16 

Air  Force  Base,  Illinois.  I'm  a  command 

17 

information  to  assist  in  making  a 

17 

pilot  with  4,000  hours  experience  in 

18 

decision  regarding  where  the  Formal 

18 

mobility  aircraft,  including  being  an 

19 

Training  Unit,  or  FTU,  and  First  Main 

19 

instructor  and  an  evaluator  in  the 

20 

Operating  Base,  or  MOB  1,  will  be 

20 

KC-135.  I  have  operated  and  led  mobility 

21 

located.  Your  comments  during  this 

21 

forces  in  all  facets  of  the  mission  to 

22 

produce  provide  the  benefit  of  your 

22 

include  five  combined  deployments  to 

23 

knowledge  of  the  local  area  and  your 

23 

Afghanistan  and  Iraq.  With  that  being 

24 

concerns  about  the  environmental  impact 

24 

said,  welcome  to  this  evening’s  meeting. 

25 

or  analysis. 

25 

As  the  team  lead,  I  encourage 
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8 

you  to  assist  the  Air  Force  in  meeting 
its  requirements  to  comply  with  the  NEPA 
process .  Your  attendance  tonight 
indicates  your  interest  in  this  proposed 
action  and  I  hope  your  comments  will 
provide  us  with  improvements  or  areas 
where  further  analysis  is  needed.  All 
comments  will  be  properly  reviewed, 
analyzed,  and  addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed 
action  involves  the  KC-46A's  role  in  the 
Air  Force  tanker  fleet  modernization 
effort.  The  goal  of  this  effort  is 
ensure  future  tankers  are  the  best 
available  to  support  a  high-threat, 
multi-role  war  fighting  capability  to 
commanders  worldwide.  To  perform  this 
mission,  trained  aircrews,  maintenance 
and  support  personnel  must  be  available 
to  meet  KC-46A  inventory  delivery  dates 
as  older  tanker  aircraft  are  removed  from 
the  inventory. 

While  we  continue  to  operate 
the  Legacy  tanker  fleet,  the  KC-46A 
provides  several  advantages  including: 
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9 

The  ability  to  refuel  any  certified 
fixed-wing  aircraft  on  any  mission. 

Capable  of  refueling  multiple  aircraft  at 
once.  Increased  airlift  capability. 

Receiver  air  refueling,  and  improved 
force  protection  and  survivability. 

The  Air  Force  is  proposing  to 
establish  an  FTU  and  the  First  MOB  for 
KC-46A  aircraft  along  with  required 
infrastructure  and  manpower  at  two  active 
duty  Air  Force  bases  in  the  Continental 
United  States . 

The  FTU  will  train  personnel 
to  safely  and  effectively  fly  and  operate 
KC-46A  aircraft.  The  operational  MOB  1 
mission  utilizes  pilots,  co-pilots,  boom 
operators  and  other  support  staff  who 
operate  and  maintain  the  aircraft  to 
provide  worldwide  refueling,  cargo  or 
aeromedical  evacuation  support . 

The  action  alternative 
consists  of  two  parts.  The  first  part  is 
the  KC-46A  FTU  beddown,  which  places  up 
to  eight  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft  at  one 
squadron  at  one  base . 
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10 

11 

1 

The  second  part  of  the  action 

1 

In  May  of  this  year,  the 

2 

is  the  selection  of  the  first  KC-46A  MOB. 

2 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  announced 

3 

This  action  places  36  KC-46A  aircraft  in 

3 

Altus  Air  Force  Base  as  the  preferred 

4 

three  s<guadrons  at  one  base. 

4 

alternative  for  the  KC-46A  FTU. 

5 

The  no-action  alternative  is 

5 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  was  selected  as 

6 

required  by  NEPA  and  was  evaluated  at 

6 

the  preferred  alternative  for  the  First 

7 

each  proposed  beddown  location  to  provide 

7 

KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base.  Fairchild 

8 

a  baseline  for  decision-makers.  The 

8 

and  Grand  Forks  were  announced  as 

9 

no-action  alternative  evaluates  the 

9 

reasonable  alternatives  for  MOB  1.  This 

10 

environmental  consequences  of  not  basing 

10 

table  summarizes  the  bases  being 

11 

the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any  base. 

11 

considered  for  each  KC-46A  mission  and 

12 

In  the  Draft  EIS,  the  Air 

12 

how  the  existing  missions  could  be 

13 

Force  analyzed  the  environmental 

13 

impacted.  The  following  slides  summarize 

14 

conse(quences  of  basing  the  FTU  at  Altus 

14 

the  aircraft  facilities  and  manpower 

15 

Air  Force  Base  in  Oklahoma  or  McConnell 

15 

changes  anticipated  to  be  required  to 

16 

Air  Force  Base  in  Kansas.  The  Air  Force 

16 

support  the  KC-46A  mission. 

17 

also  analyzed  the  environmental 

17 

If  Altus  is  selected  for  the 

18 

conse(quencGS  of  basing  MOB  1  at  Altus  Air 

18 

KC-46A  FTU  or  the  MOB  1  mission,  the 

19 

Force  Base  in  Oklahoma,  Fairchild  Air 

19 

existing  KC-135  and  C-17  missions  would 

20 

Force  Base  in  Washington,  Grand  Forks  Air 

20 

remain  and  continue  to  operate. 

21 

Force  Base  in  North  Dakota  or  at 

21 

Implementation  of  the  FTU 

22 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  in  Kansas. 

22 

mission  would  require  a  variety  of 

23 

In  this  action,  no  base  would 

23 

on-base  development  projects  including 

24 

be  selected  to  host  both  the  KC-46A  FTU 

24 

demolition,  new  construction  and 

25 

and  MOB  1  missions. 

25 

renovation.  The  FTU  mission  would 
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13 

1 

increase  the  area  population  by 

1 

increase  by  approximately  31  percent. 

2 

approximately  578  people  including 

2 

KC-46A  aircrews  associated  with  MOB  1  at 

3 

estimated  dependents  and  would  result  in 

3 

all  bases  would  not  use  auxiliary 

4 

a  38  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft 

4 

airfields . 

5 

operations . 

5 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  has 

6 

At  each  base,  KC-46A  aircrews 

6 

been  identified  as  an  alternate  for  the 

7 

would  utilize  the  existing  KC-135  flight 

7 

MOB  1  mission.  If  Fairchild  is  selected 

8 

tracks,  air  refueling  tracks  and  fuel 

8 

to  host  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  existing 

9 

jettison  areas,  if  necessary. 

9 

30  KC-135  aircraft  would  be  replaced  with 

10 

KC-46A  aircrews  associated 

10 

36  KC-46A  aircraft. 

11 

with  the  FTU  would  use  the  same  four 

11 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

12 

auxiliary  airfields  that  are  currently 

12 

mission  would  require  a  variety  of 

13 

being  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  These 

13 

on-base  development  projects  including 

14 

include  Clinton- Sherman  Industrial 

14 

demolition,  new  construction  and 

15 

Airpark,  Lubbock  Preston  Smith 

15 

renovation.  This  mission  would  increase 

16 

International  Airport,  Ft.  Worth  Alliance 

16 

the  area  population  by  approximately 

17 

Airport,  and  Rick  Husband  Amarillo 

17 

1,095  people  including  estimated 

18 

International  Airport. 

18 

dependents  and  would  result  in  62  percent 

19 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

19 

increase  in  annual  aircraft  operations. 

20 

mission  would  result  in  more  new 

20 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base 

21 

construction,  demolition  and  renovation 

21 

has  been  identified  as  alternative  for 

22 

than  the  FTU  mission  and  would  increase 

22 

the  MOB  1  mission.  If  Grand  Forks  is 

23 

the  population  by  approximately  4,917 

23 

selected  to  host  the  MOB  1  mission,  the 

24 

people  including  estimated  dependents. 

24 

existing  remotely  piloted  aircraft 

25 

Annual  aircraft  operations  would  also 

25 

missions  would  continue  and  the  KC-46A 
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14 

15 

1 

mission  would  constitute  an  additive 

1 

Draft  EIS,  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  was 

2 

mission. 

2 

evaluated  for  the  potential  environmental 

3 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

3 

impacts  associated  with  implementation  of 

4 

mission  would  require  a  variety  of 

4 

the  FTU  mission.  This  evaluation  was 

5 

on-base  development  projects  including 

5 

conducted  under  the  assumption  that  the 

6 

demolition,  new  construction  and 

6 

existing  KC-135  mission  would  remain  in 

7 

renovation.  This  mission  would  increase 

7 

place . 

8 

the  area  population  by  approximately 

8 

Implementation  of  the  FTU 

9 

4,528  people  including  estimated 

9 

mission  would  result  in  less  new 

10 

dependents  and  would  result  in 

10 

construction  and  demolition  and 

11 

226  percent  increase  in  annual  aircraft 

11 

renovation  than  the  MOB  1  mission  and 

12 

operations . 

12 

would  increase  the  population  by 

13 

If  McConnell  is  selected  to 

13 

approximately  570  people  including 

14 

host  the  MOB  1  mission,  the  existing 

14 

estimated  dependents.  Annual  aircraft 

15 

44  KC-135  aircraft  would  be  replaced  by 

15 

operations  would  also  increase  by 

16 

36  KC-46A  aircraft.  Implementation  of 

16 

approximately  107  percent. 

17 

MOB  1  mission  would  require  a  variety  of 

17 

KC-46A  aircrews  associated 

18 

on-base  development  projects  including 

18 

with  the  FTU  would  also  use  three 

19 

demolition,  new  construction  and 

19 

auxiliary  airfields  that  are  currently 

20 

renovation.  This  mission  would  decrease 

20 

being  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  These 

21 

the  area  population  by  approximately 

21 

airfields  include  Cl inton- Sherman 

22 

291  people  including  estimated  dependents 

22 

Industrial  Airpark,  Forbes  Field  and 

23 

and  would  result  in  a  24  percent  increase 

23 

Wichita  Mid-Continent  Airport. 

24 

in  annual  aircraft  operations. 

24 

We  would  like  to  emphasize 

25 

For  the  purposes  of  this 

25 

that  although  preferred  alternatives  for 
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17 

1 

the  FTU  and  MOB  1  have  been  announced,  no 

1 

this  document.  I'm  here  tonight  to 

2 

decision  has  been  made  on  basing  either 

2 

discuss  the  results  of  the  environmental 

3 

of  the  two  KC-46A  missions  currently 

3 

impact  analysis  for  the  proposal 

4 

under  analysis  in  the  Draft  EIS.  We  look 

4 

presented  by  Colonel  Cargle. 

5 

forward  to  inputs  provided  from  the 

5 

The  Draft  EIS  has  been 

6 

public  and  affected  communities  as  we 

6 

prepared  in  accordance  with  the 

7 

proceed  through  the  environmental  impact 

7 

requirements  of  NEPA,  which  requires 

8 

analysis.  Once  the  requirements  of  the 

8 

federal  agencies  to  analyze  the  potential 

9 

environmental  impact  analysis  process  are 

9 

environmental  consequences  of  a  proposed 

10 

complete,  the  Air  Force  will  make  its 

10 

action,  reasonable  alternatives. 

11 

final  basing  decision. 

11 

including  the  no-action  before  any  action 

12 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 

12 

is  taken.  The  goal  of  conducting  an  EIS 

13 

I  will  now  turn  the  presentation  over  to 

13 

is  to  support  sound  decisions  through  the 

14 

Mr.  Dale  Clark  from  the  Air  Force  NEPA 

14 

assessment  of  potential  environmental 

15 

Center  to  discuss  the  NEPA  process  and 

15 

consecguences  as  well  as  involvement  of 

16 

provide  greater  detail  on  potential 

16 

the  public  in  the  process .  The  results 

17 

impacts  as  described  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

17 

of  this  analysis  and  other  relevant 

18 

COL.  CLARK:  Thank  you.  Colonel 

18 

factors  will  be  considered  before  a 

19 

Cargle . 

19 

decision  is  made  by  the  Air  Force  on  this 

20 

Good  evening.  My  name  is 

20 

proposal.  Your  input  previously  during 

21 

Dale  Clark.  I  am  the  Chief  of  the  Air 

21 

the  public  scoping  period  and  now  during 

22 

Force  NEPA  Center  at  Lackland  Air  Force 

22 

this  public  comment  period  will  help  the 

23 

Base  in  San  Antonio,  Texas.  The  NEPA 

23 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  make  the  most 

24 

Center  is  responsible  for  the  analysis  of 

24 

informed  decision  possible  on  this 

25 

the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  in 

25 

proposal . 
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1 

As  you  can  see  on  this  slide. 

1 

through  the  mail,  or  electronically  on 

2 

there  are  several  key  steps  to  the 

2 

our  website  and  use  them  to  prepare  the 

3 

environmental  impact  analysis  process. 

3 

final  EIS .  Substantive  comments  will  be 

4 

We  are  currently  at  the  public  and  agency 

4 

reviewed  and  responded  to  in  the  final. 

5 

Draft  EIS  review  stage.  This  period 

5 

The  Final  EIS  is  scheduled  to 

6 

began  with  the  Federal  Register 

6 

be  released  in  March,  2014.  After  the 

7 

publication  of  the  notice  of  availability 

7 

Final  EIS  notice  of  availability  is 

8 

for  the  Draft  EIS.  At  that  time,  copies 

8 

published  in  the  Federal  Register,  the 

9 

of  the  Draft  EIS  were  mailed  to  local 

9 

Air  Force  must  observe  a  waiting  period 

10 

libraries,  state  and  federal 

10 

of  at  least  30  days  before  signing  the 

11 

representatives  and  individuals  who 

11 

final  record  of  decision  to  document 

12 

requested  copies  during  the  EIS  scoping 

12 

which  alternative  or  alternatives  the  Air 

13 

period. 

13 

Force  selects  for  implementation. 

14 

The  normal  review  period 

14 

The  Draft  EIS  presents 

15 

recquired  by  NEPA  is  4  5  days.  Our  date 

15 

information  on  potential  environmental 

16 

for  completion  of  the  public  comment 

16 

consequences  associated  with  implementing 

17 

period  is  December  9,  2013.  The  public 

17 

the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions  at  each  of  the 

18 

hearings  this  week  are  being  held  in  the 

18 

four  bases.  The  potential  environmental 

19 

same  communities  as  the  previous  scoping 

19 

consequences  are  grouped  into  the  five 

20 

meetings  in  order  to  provide  the  affected 

20 

categories  shown  on  this  slide  and  the 

21 

communities  with  the  opportunity  to 

21 

subcategories  represent  the  11  resource 

22 

comment  on  the  Draft  EIS. 

22 

areas  evaluated  at  each  location. 

23 

After  the  public  comment 

23 

The  next  set  of  slides 

24 

period  closes,  we  will  review  all 

24 

describes  the  potential  environmental 

25 

comments  received  at  the  public  hearings. 

25 

consecquences  at  each  of  the  four  bases . 
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1 

For  the  purposes  of  this  presentation. 

1 

increase  in  the  county  population. 

2 

the  potential  environmental  consequences 

2 

A  variety  of  demolition, 

3 

at  each  base  have  been  summarized  in 

3 

construction  and  renovation  projects 

4 

broad  terms.  For  a  much  more  detailed 

4 

would  be  required  for  the  FTU  mission 

5 

evaluation  of  the  potential  consequences. 

5 

resulting  in  positive  economic  impacts  to 

6 

please  refer  to  Chapter  4  of  the  Draft 

6 

Jackson  County  and  surrounding  areas . 

7 

EIS  . 

7 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

8 

Implementation  of  the  FTU 

8 

mission  at  Altus  would  expose  an 

9 

mission  at  Altus  would  expose  an 

9 

additional  155  acres  of  off-base  land  and 

10 

additional  584  acres  of  off-base  land  and 

10 

an  estimated  six  additional  off-base 

11 

an  estimated  17  off-base  residents  to 

11 

residents  to  noise  levels  of  65  decibels 

12 

noise  levels  of  65  decibels  or  greater. 

12 

or  greater.  Because  three  squadrons  are 

13 

As  is  shown  on  the  noise  contour  map. 

13 

required  for  the  MOB  1  mission. 

14 

much  of  this  land  is  located  directly  to 

14 

substantially  more  construction. 

15 

the  north  and  south  of  the  runways . 

15 

demolition  and  renovation  would  be 

16 

Noise  resulting  from  the  use  of  the  four 

16 

required.  Most  notable  is  the 

17 

auxiliary  airfields  is  not  anticipated  to 

17 

construction  of  the  new  ramp  and  apron 

18 

be  noticeable.  Other  than  the  noise 

18 

area  for  parking  15  additional  aircraft. 

19 

increases,  no  other  resource  areas  are 

19 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  would 

20 

anticipated  to  be  significantly  impacted 

20 

add  up  to  4,917  full-time  military  and 

21 

by  the  FTU  mission  at  Altus. 

21 

dependents  to  Jackson  County  resulting  in 

22 

Implementation  of  the  FTU 

22 

an  18.6  percent  increase  in  the  county 

23 

mission  would  add  up  to  578  full-time 

23 

population.  An  increase  of  this 

24 

military  dependents  and  students  to 

24 

magnitude  could  result  in  traffic 

25 

Jackson  County  resulting  in  a  2.2  percent 

25 

congestion  near  the  base  and  place 
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1 

additional  strain  on  base  infrastructure. 

1 

Fairchild . 

2 

No  other  resource  areas  are  anticipated 

2 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

3 

to  be  significantly  impacted  by  the  MOB  1 

3 

mission  at  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base 

4 

mission  at  Altus. 

4 

would  expose  an  additional  62  acres  of 

5 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

5 

off-base  land.  No  off-base  residents 

6 

mission  at  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  would 

6 

would  be  exposed  to  noise  levels  of  65 

7 

expose  an  additional  53  acres  of  off-base 

7 

decibels  or  greater. 

8 

land  and  an  estimated  two  off-base 

8 

The  KC-46A  parking  plan  was 

9 

residents  to  noise  levels  of  65  decibels 

9 

specifically  designed  to  minimize 

10 

or  greater. 

10 

conflicts  with  the  existing  RPA  missions 

11 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

11 

at  Grand  Forks.  In  addition,  the  FAA 

12 

mission  would  add  up  to  1,095  full-time 

12 

requires  that  air  traffic  control 

13 

military  and  dependents  to  Spokane  County 

13 

deconf liction  of  remotely  piloted 

14 

resulting  in  a  0.2  percent  increase  in 

14 

aircraft  and  manned  aircraft  operating  in 

15 

the  county  population. 

15 

Class  D  airspace  around  Grand  Forks  Air 

16 

One  historic  building, 

16 

Force  Base. 

17 

Hangar  2050,  could  be  adversely  affected 

17 

Approximately  2  acres  of 

18 

by  the  implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

18 

potential  wetlands  could  be  impacted  by 

19 

mission.  Consultation  with  the 

19 

the  proposed  action.  Should  Grand  Forks 

20 

Washington  State  Historic  Preservation 

20 

Air  Force  Base  be  selected  to  host  the 

21 

Officer  has  been  initiated  and  would  be 

21 

MOB  1  mission,  the  Air  Force  would  work 

22 

completed  if  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  is 

22 

with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and 

23 

selected  to  host  the  MOB  1  mission. 

23 

the  North  Dakota  State  Water  Commission 

24 

No  other  major  consequences 

24 

to  determine  if  the  wetlands  are  subject 

25 

are  anticipated  for  the  MOB  1  mission  at 

25 

to  regulation  and  determine  appropriate 
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1 

permit  and  potential  mitigation 

1 

history  facility.  The  Air  Force  is 

2 

requirements . 

2 

preparing  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with 

3 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

3 

the  Kansas  State  Historic  Preservation 

4 

mission  would  add  up  to  4,526  full-time 

4 

Officer  to  mitigate  these  effects.  In 

5 

military  and  dependents  to  Grand  Forks 

5 

addition,  a  portion  of  the  McConnell 

6 

County  resulting  in  a  6.8  percent 

6 

creek  floodplain  would  be  impacted  with 

7 

increase  in  the  county  population. 

7 

the  addition  to  Building  1220.  To 

8 

No  other  major  consequences 

8 

minimize  potential  impacts,  construction 

9 

are  anticipated  for  the  MOB  1  mission  at 

9 

designs  would  incorporate  measures  for 

10 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base. 

10 

construction  in  the  floodplain  at  this 

11 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

11 

facility. 

12 

mission  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  would 

12 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1 

13 

decrease  the  number  of  acres  by  386  and 

13 

mission  would  result  in  a  decrease  of  291 

14 

the  number  of  people  by  199  exposed  to 

14 

full-time  military  and  dependents  in 

15 

noise  levels  of  65  decibels  or  greater. 

15 

Sedgwick  County,  or  a  0.1  percent 

16 

Reduction  in  noise  levels  can  be 

16 

decrease  in  county  population.  This 

17 

primarily  attributed  to  replacement  of 

17 

decrease  is  not  anticipated  to  negatively 

18 

the  44  KC-135  aircraft  with  only  36 

18 

affect  Sedgwick  County. 

19 

slightly  quieter  KC-46A  aircraft  at  the 

19 

No  other  resource  areas  are 

20 

installation . 

20 

anticipated  to  be  significantly  impacted 

21 

A  substantial  amount  of 

21 

by  the  MOB  1  mission. 

22 

construction,  demolition  and  renovation 

22 

Implementation  of  the  FTU 

23 

would  be  required  to  implement  the  MOB  1 

23 

mission  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  would 

24 

mission  and  the  demolition  of  Hangar  1106 

24 

increase  the  number  of  acres  by  273  and 

25 

would  result  in  an  adverse  effect  to  this 

25 

the  number  of  people  by  594  exposed  to 
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1 

noise  levels  of  65  decibels  or  greater. 

1 

I  will  turn  the  floor  back  to 

2 

The  increase  in  noise  levels  is  primarily 

2 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Richardson  who  will 

3 

attributed  to  the  addition  of  up  to  eight 

3 

provide  you  information  on  the  second 

4 

KC-46A  aircraft  for  the  FTU  mission  in 

4 

part  of  tonight's  hearing,  the  public 

5 

addition  to  the  existing  KC-135  mission. 

5 

comment  period.  Thank  you. 

6 

The  additional  acres  affected  by  noise 

6 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Before  we 

7 

are  primarily  located  directly  to  the 

7 

move  to  the  public  comment  part  of  the 

8 

north  and  south  of  the  two  runways . 

8 

hearing,  we  are  going  to  take  a  15-minute 

9 

A  lesser  amount  of 

9 

break.  For  those  wishing  to  speak,  this 

10 

construction^  demolition  and  renovation 

10 

is  the  format.  Please  fill  out  a  white 

11 

would  be  required  to  implement  the  FTU 

11 

speaker  form  and  turn  that  in.  If  you 

12 

mission  and  no  historic  structures  would 

12 

have  not  already  done  so,  please  see  Beth 

13 

be  affected. 

13 

at  the  entrance,  she's  waving  back  there. 

14 

Implementation  of  the  FTU 

14 

at  the  entrance  to  the  room  and  fill  out 

15 

mission  would  result  in  an  increase  of 

15 

that  card.  When  we  come  back  from  the 

16 

570  full-time  military,  dependents  and 

16 

break,  we  will  start  the  public  comment 

17 

students  to  Sedgwick  County  resulting  in 

17 

period . 

18 

a  0.2  percent  increase  in  county 

18 

(A  brief  recess  was  taken.) 

19 

population . 

19 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Ladies  and 

20 

No  other  resource  areas  are 

20 

gentlemen,  we  are  back  from  our  break. 

21 

anticipated  to  be  significantly  impacted 

21 

We  are  now  going  to  go  into  the  public 

22 

by  the  FTU  mission. 

22 

comment  part  of  the  hearing,  and  I'm 

23 

This  concludes  my  portion  of 

23 

going  to  stay  over  here  because  the 

24 

the  presentation  and  I  thank  you  for  your 

24 

speakers  will  come  over  to  that  podium. 

25 

attention . 

25 

How  this  is  going  to  work  is 
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1 

I  will  call  you  by  name  and  you  may 

1 

a  red  card  when  time  is  up.  At  that 

2 

approach  the  microphone.  To  help  our 

2 

time,  please  conclude  your  comments  so  I 

3 

stenographer  who  is  in  front  of  the 

3 

can  call  the  next  person.  There  is  no 

4 

microphone,  please  begin  by  stating  your 

4 

obligation  for  you  to  use  your  full  three 

5 

name  and  the  name  of  the  organization,  if 

5 

minutes,  nor  do  you  need  to  yield  any 

6 

any,  that  you  represent.  It  would  also 

6 

remaining  time  to  someone  else.  I'll 

7 

help  if  you  could  spell  your  last  name. 

7 

just  move  on  to  the  next  speaker  once  you 

8 

Please  do  not  provide  any  other  personal 

8 

have  finished  your  comments.  If  you  have 

9 

information  such  as  home  address  or  phone 

9 

any  sort  of  other  presentation  to 

10 

number.  Again,  your  comments  are 

10 

provide,  I  ask  that  you  submit  that  in 

11 

recorded  verbatim.  They  will  be  used  to 

11 

the  form  of  a  written  comment .  The 

12 

develop  a  transcript  and  permanent  record 

12 

public  comment  portion  is  set  to  end  at 

13 

of  this  meeting  and  will  be  published  in 

13 

7:30.  If  everyone  who  signed  up  to  speak 

14 

the  Final  EIS.  Your  name  will  be 

14 

has  had  a  chance  to  do  so  before  that 

15 

included  along  with  your  comments. 

15 

time,  I  will  ask  any  speaker  who  would 

16 

Personal  home  addresses  and  phone  numbers 

16 

like  another  three  minutes  to  expand  on 

17 

will  not  be  published  in  the  Final  EIS. 

17 

their  comments.  If  you  want  to  do  that, 

18 

Each  speaker  will  have  three  minutes  to 

18 

let  me  know  and  we'll  put  another  three 

19 

provide  his  or  her  oral  comments  on  the 

19 

minutes  on  the  clock  for  you.  If  you 

20 

proposed  action  and  alternatives.  We 

20 

want  to  add  something  later  to  your  oral 

21 

have  a  timekeeper  to  help  keep  track  of 

21 

comments  or  you  would  rather  not  speak 

22 

time.  That's  Brian  there  in  the  front 

22 

here  tonight,  you  can  submit  written 

23 

seat  and  he's  got  a  couple  cards  here. 

23 

comments.  There's  no  page  limit  on 

24 

He’s  going  to  hold  up  a  yellow  card  when 

24 

written  comments  and  the  Air  Force  gives 

25 

you  have  about  30  seconds  left,  and  then 

25 

equal  weight  to  oral  and  written 
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1 

comments .  Both  become  part  of  the 

1 

Our  first  speaker  from  the 

2 

official  record  and  are  included  in  the 

2 

office  of  Senator  Roberts  is  Mr.  Ryan 

3 

Final  EIS. 

3 

Flickner.  As  you  approach,  I'm  just 

4 

Just  a  few  reminders  before 

4 

going  to  remind  you  to  state  and  spell 

5 

we  get  started.  Please  limit  your 

5 

your  name  and  indicate  your  affiliation. 

6 

comments  to  the  analysis  in  the  Draft 

6 

if  any,  for  the  record. 

7 

EIS.  That's  the  purpose  of  the  public 

7 

MR.  FLICKNER:  Thank  you.  My  name 

8 

comment  period.  As  I  mentioned  earlier. 

8 

is  Ryan  Flickner  and  I  serve  as  Deputy 

9 

this  is  not  a  Q  and  A  session,  rather,  it 

9 

State  Director  for  Senator  Pat  Roberts. 

10 

is  an  opportunity  for  you  to  put  on  the 

10 

On  behalf  of  Senator  Pat  Roberts,  I 

11 

record  your  views  and  concerns  about  the 

11 

welcome  all  of  you  to  the  City  of  Wichita 

12 

proposal  that  you  want  the 

12 

and  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  and  thank 

13 

decision-makers  to  consider.  Questions 

13 

you  for  participating  in  this  extremely 

14 

that  you  pose  during  your  verbal 

14 

important  hearing.  The  turnout  and  local 

15 

testimony  will  become  part  of  the  record 

15 

advocacy  throughout  this  process  are 

16 

and  will  be  considered. 

16 

major  factors  for  why  the  Air  Force 

17 

After  we've  completed  the 

17 

believes  McConnell  is  the  best  base  for 

18 

formal  part  of  this  hearing.  Air  Force 

18 

our  new  tankers .  I  know  many  of  you  are 

19 

representatives  will  continue  to  be 

19 

life-long  residents  of  the  Wichita  area. 

20 

available  for  discussion.  I  have  been 

20 

For  our  visitors,  this  is  likely  not  the 

21 

provided  a  list  of  individuals  who  would 

21 

first  time  you  have  been  to  Wichita,  the 

22 

like  to  speak.  We  will  first  invite 

22 

Air  Capital  of  the  World.  McConnell  Air 

23 

elected  officials  to  speak  followed  by 

23 

Force  Base  is  an  economic  staple  in 

24 

others  as  we  have  received  their  speaker 

24 

Wichita  and  has  long  been  an  important 

25 

cards . 

25 

part  of  the  fabric  of  Kansas.  Thank  you 
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1 

to  each  and  every  one  of  you  for  coming 

1 

am  so  pleased  that  the  KC-46A  will  come 

2 

out  in  support  of  McConnell.  Thank  you 

2 

online  by  2016  and  now  Senator  Roberts  is 

3 

for  being  an  advocate  in  this  exciting 

3 

again  fighting  to  make  sure  these  new 

4 

decision  for  Main  Operating  Base  Number 

4 

tankers  call  Wichita  home.  McConnell  is 

5 

1 .  Senator  Roberts  is  confident  that  as 

5 

the  best  choice  for  Main  Operating  Base 

6 

you  evaluate  the  operational  and  training 

6 

Number  1  for  several  reasons .  By 

7 

requirements  along  with  the  potential 

7 

replacing  the  current  fleet  of  44  KC-135 

8 

impacts  to  existing  missions,  housing. 

8 

aircraft  with  36  Next  Gen  Tankers  at 

9 

infrastructure  and  manpower,  you  will 

9 

McConnell,  the  Air  Force  encounters  the 

10 

find  out  that  there  is  absolutely  no 

10 

lowest  manpower  adjustment  among 

11 

better  place  for  the  first  KC-46A  tanker 

11 

candidate  installations.  For  over  two 

12 

beddown  than  McConnell.  McConnell  is  the 

12 

decades,  McConnell  has  been  home  to  the 

13 

home  of  Air  Mobility  Command's  22nd  Air 

13 

Air  Force's  KC-135  largest  regional 

14 

Refueling  Wing,  the  Air  Force  Reserve 

14 

maintenance  training  center.  In  this 

15 

Command's  931st  Air  Refueling  Group,  what 

15 

role,  McConnell  has  provided  critical 

16 

we  hope  will  be  named  a  wing  soon,  as 

16 

mission  support  and  development  through 

17 

well  as  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard’s 

17 

flight  testing  and  validation.  McConnell 

18 

184th  Intelligence  Wing.  The  integrated 

18 

has  support  units  on  its  base  that  flies 

19 

presence  of  our  active  duty  reserves  and 

19 

tankers.  McConnell  results  in  the  lowest 

20 

guard  make  McConnell  a  model  of 

20 

military  construction  costs.  McConnell 

21 

excellence.  Currently,  McConnell  flies. 

21 

is  located  in  a  region  of  high  air 

22 

maintains  and  supports  44  KC-135s,  or 

22 

refueling  receiver  demand.  And  let  it 

23 

what  we  often  refer  to  as  Eisenhower  era 

23 

not  go  unnoticed,  McConnell  has  received 

24 

tankers.  Senator  Roberts  fought  hard  for 

24 

more  awards  over  the  past  16  months  than 

25 

these  aging  aircraft  to  be  replaced  and  I 

25 

all  other  air  mobility  bases  combined. 
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1 

As  the  Environmental  Impact  Study  hearing 

1 

Lieutenant  Colonel 

2 

moves  ahead;  Senator  Roberts  looks 

2 

Richardson,  Colonel  Cargle,  Mr.  Clark, 

3 

forward  to  working  with  the  Air  Force, 

3 

thank  you  for  organizing  this  evening's 

4 

McConnell  and  our  local  community  to 

4 

hearing.  It's  a  pleasure  and  an  honor  to 

5 

ensure  the  success  of  the  KC-46  mission. 

5 

have  the  opportunity  to  submit  the 

6 

The  Air  Force's  strategic  basing  process 

6 

following  comments  into  the  official 

7 

provided  substantial  evidence  that 

7 

record  on  behalf  of  Senator  Moran. 

8 

McConnell  is  the  best  location  to  serve 

8 

I  couldn't  be  more  proud  that 

9 

as  MOB  1.  I  am  extremely  confident  that 

9 

in  May  of  this  year  McConnell  Air  Force 

10 

the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will 

10 

Base  was  selected  as  the  preferred 

11 

validate  this  decision.  At  McConnell, 

11 

alternative  for  the  Main  Operating  Base 

12 

you  will  find  mission  success,  mission 

12 

for  KC-46A  tankers.  This  selection 

13 

expertise,  and  most  important,  a  strong 

13 

codifies  what  Kansans  already  know:  We 

14 

local  engagement,  participation  and 

14 

are  and  will  continue  to  be  the  Air 

15 

support  network.  Thank  you  for  your  time 

15 

Capital  of  the  World.  We  will  continue 

16 

tonight .  Senator  Roberts  looks  forward 

16 

to  lead  the  way  in  aviation  and  air 

17 

to  helping  announce  McConnell  Air  Force 

17 

mobility  support  for  the  United  States 

18 

Base  as  the  Air  Force's  Main  Operating 

18 

military  at  home  and  abroad.  The 

19 

Base  Number  1  Record  of  Decision  in  2014. 

19 

selection  process  rewarded  what  we  have 

20 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  The  next 

20 

at  McConnell  stretching  beyond  the 

21 

speaker  from  Senator  Moran's  office  is 

21 

capabilities  of  the  base  and  our  airmen. 

22 

Mike  Zamrzla. 

22 

The  efforts  of  the  Friends  of  McConnell, 

23 

MR.  ZAMRZLA:  Good  evening.  I'm 

23 

the  Wichita  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the 

24 

Mike  Zamrzla,  Deputy  State  Director  for 

24 

Governors  Military  Council,  the  City  of 

25 

United  States  Senator  Jerry  Moran. 

25 

Wichita,  the  City  of  Derby  and  Sedgwick 
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1 

County  are  also  credited  for  this 

1 

underway  to  house  and  fly  the  new  KC-46A 

2 

selection.  I'm  encouraged  that  the 

2 

tankers.  Thanks  to  all  the  airmen  and 

3 

Environmental  Impact  Study  is  well 

3 

their  families  at  McConnell  for  your  hard 

4 

underway  collecting  data  and  relevant 

4 

work,  dedication  and  exemplary 

5 

information  to  shine  a  light  on  all 

5 

performance  which  substantiate  just  how 

6 

McConnell  has  to  offer,  including  the 

6 

valuable  and  meaningful  Team  McConnell  is 

7 

great  work  that  has  already  begun  to  plan 

7 

to  the  air  mobility  mission.  Thanks  also 

8 

for  the  transition  from  the  KC-135S  to 

8 

to  the  Air  Force  and  Air  Mobility  Command 

9 

the  KC-46AS.  I  trust  the  analysis  from 

9 

for  conducting  a  thoughtful,  objective 

10 

this  study  will  confirm  that  McConnell  is 

10 

and  criteria-based  selection  process  and 

11 

best  suited  for  this  mission  from  an 

11 

Environmental  Impact  Study  that  will  no 

12 

operational  and  environmental  perspective 

12 

doubt  yield  another  round  of  positive 

13 

affirming  McConnell's  excellent  scoring 

13 

results . 

14 

that  occurred  during  the  basing  selection 

14 

Finally,  I'm  sure  that  many 

15 

process.  I  believe  the  Record  of 

15 

fellow  Kansans  have  turned  out  tonight  to 

16 

Decision  will  validate  that  McConnell  is 

16 

inform  the  Air  Force's  decision.  I  also 

17 

and  will  continue  to  be  the  super  tanker 

17 

encourage  all  citizens  to  submit  their 

18 

base  for  the  nation  as  the  home  of  the 

18 

views  in  writing  to  make  the  most  of  this 

19 

KC-46A. 

19 

important  process.  I  look  forward  to  the 

20 

In  addition  to  the  honorable 

20 

results  of  this  study  that  will 

21 

recognition  and  responsibility  that  comes 

21 

undoubtedly  prove  that  because  of 

22 

with  providing  the  Air  Force  Strategic 

22 

McConnell's  air  refueling  demand,  reduced 

23 

Air  Mobility,  we  know  this  will  translate 

23 

environmental  impacts  and  overwhelming 

24 

into  an  economic  boost  for  the  community 

24 

capacity,  it  is  not  only  the  preferred 

25 

as  support  for  various  phases  gets 

25 

alternative  for  the  Air  Force,  but  the 
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1 

best  choice  as  the  nation's  super  tanker 

1 

these  operations  is  about  ensuring  that 

2 

base.  Very  truly  yours,  United  States 

2 

we  are  ready  to  take  on  a  mission  no 

3 

Senator  Jerry  Moran. 

3 

matter  how  long  it  takes.  McConnell's 

4 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

4 

mission  is  about  taking  care  of  our  own. 

5 

Our  next  speaker  from  Congressman 

5 

McConnell  won  an  intense  competition  to 

6 

Pompeo's  office  is  Toni  Porter. 

6 

be  the  Air  Force ' s  preferred  alternative 

7 

MS.  PORTER:  Good  evening.  Thank 

7 

for  the  KC-46  tanker  and  that  should  be 

8 

you  for  having  me  here  tonight .  Toni 

8 

no  surprise.  Consider  McConnell's  two 

9 

Porter.  I  serve  as  Congressman  Mike 

9 

13,000-foot  runways  which  are  ready  to 

10 

Pompeo's  District  Director. 

10 

receive  the  KC-46A,  or  the  fact  that 

11 

I  wanted  to  take  this 

11 

McConnell  has  the  lowest  military 

12 

opportunity  to  offer  Congressman  Pompeo's 

12 

construction  need  to  provide  for  the 

13 

continued  support  of  the  Air  Force's 

13 

conversion  from  the  KC-135  to  the  KC-46A. 

14 

selection  of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  as 

14 

And  it's  obvious  that  the  Air  Force  would 

15 

the  preferred  alternative  for  the  Air 

15 

benefit  from  McConnell's  location  in  the 

16 

Force's  very  active  duty  station  for  the 

16 

heart  of  the  country,  an  area  of  high  air 

17 

new  KC-46A  tanker.  You  see,  McConnell  is 

17 

refueling  demand  which  is  perfectly 

18 

more  than  an  Air  Force  base.  It's  a 

18 

situated  to  host  the  new  KC-46A  Regional 

19 

family.  McConnell  has  a  long  and  proud 

19 

Maintenance  Training  Center  as  well  as 

20 

history  of  air  refueling  operations  and 

20 

provide  continued  support  to  the  special 

21 

brings  an  incredible  amount  of  experience 

21 

operations  community  through  its  special 

22 

to  bear  in  these  operations .  Each  of 

22 

operations  air  refueling  training 

23 

these  operations  is  about  making  sure 

23 

mission.  But  what  makes  it  really 

24 

that  our  men  and  women  can  stay  in  the 

24 

obvious  that  McConnell  is  the  right  fit 

25 

fight  and  keep  America  safe.  Each  of 

25 

is  because  of  the  way  it ' s  integrated 
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1 

into  all  of  our  lives.  Much  as  McConnell 

1 

Air  Show,  as  an  example,  and  Open  House 

2 

keeps  the  engines  running  for  our  Armed 

2 

which  gives  the  community  an  opportunity 

3 

Forces  all  around  the  world,  the  men  and 

3 

to  see  the  base  and  what  makes  it  a 

4 

women  of  McConnell  keep  the  engines 

4 

world-class  installation.  They  also 

5 

running  for  our  community  in  Southcentral 

5 

donate  their  time  and  energy  generously 

6 

Kansas.  Beyond  the  location,  facilities 

6 

to  civic  organizations  such  as  Big 

7 

and  operational  excellence  that  McConnell 

7 

Brothers,  Big  Sisters,  Lions  Club  and  The 

8 

displays,  community  is  something  that 

8 

Boy  Scouts  of  America. 

9 

sets  McConnell  even  further  apart  from 

9 

Although  it’s  well  known 

10 

the  rest  of  the  field.  Those  of  us  in 

10 

around  here  how  great  McConnell  is,  it's 

11 

Southcentral  Kansas  often  refer  to 

11 

nice  to  be  recognized  outside  of  the 

12 

McConnell  as  our  military  base.  The  Air 

12 

community  as  well  and  McConnell  has 

13 

Force  personnel  and  the  surrounding 

13 

received  more  awards  over  the  past 

14 

community  have  forged  a  very  special 

14 

16  months  than  all  other  Air  Mobility 

15 

relationship.  Take,  for  instance. 

15 

bases  combined.  The  EIS  and  the  formal 

16 

Friends  of  McConnell,  a  group  of 

16 

Record  of  Decision  will  confirm  what 

17 

business,  civic  and  government  leaders 

17 

those  of  us  who  make  this  community  our 

18 

who  advocate  for  the  installation  and 

18 

home  already  know.  McConnell  is  home  for 

19 

raise  money  for  McConnell  families  in 

19 

so  many  of  us,  it  should  also  be  home  to 

20 

need  and  generally  supports  a  strong  and 

20 

the  KC-46A.  Thank  you. 

21 

deep  bond  between  the  base  and 

21 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

22 

surrounding  communities.  The  support 

22 

The  next  speaker  I’d  like  to  welcome  is 

23 

goes  both  ways.  Base  personnel  have  gone 

23 

Senator  Faust -Goudeau . 

24 

out  of  their  way  to  give  the  local 

24 

MS.  FAUST-GOUDEAU:  Good  evening. 

25 

community  --  they  sponsor  the  McConnell 

25 

For  the  record,  I  am  Senator  Oletha 
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1 

Faust-Goudeau  representing  the  29th 

1 

planes  have  capable  aircrafts  to  refuel . 

2 

District  of  the  Kansas  Senate.  I  am  here 

2 

We  here  in  Wichita  here  at 

3 

this  evening  on  behalf  of  the  29th 

3 

Wichita  State  University,  NCAT  and  other 

4 

District  to  speak  in  support  of  the 

4 

surrounding  areas,  the  projects,  we  are 

5 

KC-46A  to  be  located  at  McConnell  Air 

5 

training  so  many  of  our  young  people  to 

6 

Force  Base.  I  am  also  here  on  behalf  of 

6 

go  into  aviation,  and  this  would  be  the 

7 

the  members  of  the  Southcentral 

7 

perfect  fit  and  the  perfect  project  for 

8 

Legislative  Delegation  to  support  the 

8 

all  the  airmen  and  women  in  our  city,  our 

9 

proposed  action  of  the  KC-46A  to  be 

9 

wonderful  Air  Capital  City  of  the  World. 

10 

located  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  I 

10 

I  also  want  to  say  on  behalf 

11 

am  personally  here  tonight  as  Oletha 

11 

of  the  Southcentral  Legislative 

12 

Faust-Goudeau  to  support  this  project 

12 

Delegation  and  Senator  Mike  Peterson  who 

13 

here  in  the  City  of  Wichita  as  we  are  the 

13 

represents  McConnell  in  the  Kansas 

14 

Air  Capital  City  of  the  World,  I  remind 

14 

Senate,  he  wanted  to  be  here  tonight  but 

15 

you.  Also,  I  have  had  the  pleasure  of 

15 

was  unable  to. 

16 

flying  on  a  KC-135  fuel  tanker  plane  as 

16 

But  again,  I  just  close  with 

17 

I,  too,  helped  raise  funds  to  support  a 

17 

saying  this  is  a  worthy  project.  It 

18 

monument  at  the  actual  site  of  the  KC-135 

18 

would  also  bring  approximately 

19 

plane  crash  here  in  Wichita  in  1965,  and 

19 

$640  million  to  our  state's  economy,  so  I 

20 

during  that  time  and  speaking  with  many 

20 

urge  you  to  certainly  consider  this 

21 

who  helped  on  that  project,  those  fuel 

21 

project  being  located  in  the  City  of 

22 

tanker  planes  are  somewhat  outdated,  and 

22 

Wichita  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base. 

23 

so  I  truly  support  this  project  to 

23 

Again,  thank  you  for  your  time.  I'm 

24 

upgrade  those  aircrafts  because  it  is  so 

24 

done  . 

25 

important  on  those  missions  that  those 

25 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 
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1 

The  next  speaker  I  would  like  to  welcome 

1 

have  received  thousands  of  e-mails  on  a 

2 

to  the  podium  is  State  Representative  Jim 

2 

wide  variety  of  topics  from  any  comments 

3 

Howe 1 1 . 

3 

about  concerns  that  people  in  my  district 

4 

MR.  HOWELL;  Good  evening.  My  name 

4 

care  very  much  about,  but  not  one  time  I 

5 

is  State  Representative  Jim  Howell 

5 

have  ever  received  a  complaint  or  comment 

6 

representing  the  81st  Legislative 

6 

negative  about  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

7 

District  here  in  Kansas  which  includes 

7 

or  the  planes  flying  overhead.  I  have 

8 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  Thank  you  for 

8 

knocked  on  thousands  of  doors  and  had 

9 

coming  out  tonight.  It  is  a  great  honor 

9 

many  discussions  with  people  at  the  doors 

10 

and  privilege  to  be  able  to  speak  on 

10 

about  a  number  of  topics.  Not  one  time 

11 

behalf  of  KC-46A  coming  to  Wichita, 

11 

has  anybody  in  my  four  years  of 

12 

Kansas  to  McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  I'm 

12 

campaigning  ever  brought  up  any  topic 

13 

also  a  candidate  for  Sedgwick  County 

13 

negative  to  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  or 

14 

Commission  District  5  which  includes 

14 

the  airplanes  flying  overhead.  In  fact, 

15 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  as  well.  I  am 

15 

the  opposite  is  true.  I  would  tell  you 

16 

also  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Southcentral 

16 

we  are  addicted  to  airplanes  in  Wichita. 

17 

Legislative  Delegation  that  Senator 

17 

We  love  the  KC-46,  we  love  the  KC-135. 

18 

Faust-Goudeau  just  spoke  about .  I  am 

18 

We  love  the  airmen  that  work  on  those 

19 

also  an  Air  Force  veteran  and  work  on 

19 

airplanes  in  McConnell  Air  Force  Base. 

20 

tankers  in  my  civilian  job.  I  have  lived 

20 

We  are  used  to  the  planes  flying  overhead 

21 

in  Derby  for  the  last  22  years,  15  years 

21 

and  it  is  not  something  we  object  to  but 

22 

on  the  very  northern  edge  of  Derby  just  a 

22 

rather  welcome  the  planes  because  they 

23 

couple  miles  south  of  the  end  of  the 

23 

represent  the  sound  of  freedom. 

24 

runway.  I  want  you  to  know  something 

24 

I  would  tell  you  there's  a 

25 

I've  learned  as  a  State  Representative,  I 

25 

recent  happening  up  at  the  Naval  Air 
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1 

Station  at  Whidbey  Island.  Whidbey 

1 

Kansas  has  enjoyed  more  prosperity 

2 

Island  is  being  sued  right  now  by  a  group 

2 

because  of  McConnell's  presence.  Today 

3 

of  citizens  that  says  that  they  must  use 

3 

we  are  excited  and  anxious  for  the  Next 

4 

headphones  to  block  out  the  noise.  I 

4 

Generation's  state-of-the-art  new 

5 

know  the  KC-46  is  a  quieter  airplane  than 

5 

workhorse,  the  KC-46.  It  will  be  home 

6 

the  KC-135.  We  kind  of  miss  the  days  of 

6 

here  with  people  that  love  what  that 

7 

the  B-ls  and  the  F-16s  and  even  F4s.  The 

7 

plane  represents .  We  know  that  this  is 

8 

noise  is  not  a  problem  and  even  as 

8 

good  for  our  community  and  is  good  for 

9 

presented  tonight,  the  noise  would 

9 

Kansas  and  the  United  States  as  well.  We 

10 

actually  be  less  with  the  KC-46, 

10 

believe  we  are  right  for  the  needs  of  the 

11 

obviously  a  positive  choice  for  our  area. 

11 

Air  Force,  too.  McConnell  makes  the  most 

12 

We  like  the  airplanes  and  that  would  be  a 

12 

sense,  I  believe.  Thank  you  for  giving 

13 

positive  for  us  as  well. 

13 

me  the  opportunity  to  encourage  you  to 

14 

I  want  you  to  know  that  in  my 

14 

bring  the  KC-46  to  us.  We  are  ready. 

15 

three  years  of  serving  in  the 

15 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

16 

Legislature,  I  have  seen  many  pieces  of 

16 

The  next  speaker  I  welcome  to  the  podium 

17 

legislation  that  have  come  before  the 

17 

is  Sedgwick  County  Commissioner  Jim 

18 

military  committees  and  the  Legislature 

18 

Skelton . 

19 

for  consideration.  These  bills  are  the 

19 

MR.  SKELTON:  Good  evening.  My 

20 

most  universally  supported  measures 

20 

name  is  Jim  Skelton  and  I'm  Chairman  of 

21 

receiving  bipartisan  approval.  The  state 

21 

Sedgwick  County  government.  This  Jim 

22 

has  a  reputation  that  demonstrates 

22 

right  here  is  my  opponent.  There's  one 

23 

military  favor  and  wide-ranging  support. 

23 

thing  we  both  agree  on  that  the  KC-46 

24 

We  also  recognize  the  great  relationship 

24 

Alpha  needs  to  come  to  McConnell  Air 

25 

we  have  with  the  Base.  We  know  that 

25 

Force  Base,  so  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of 
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1 

Sedgwick  County  Commissioners,  thank  you 

1 

programs  like  the  Sedgwick  County  Zoo, 

2 

for  this  opportunity  to  speak  in  support 

2 

Exploration  Place,  the  Intrust  Bank 

3 

of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  I  am 

3 

Arena.  All  help  provide  cultural  and 

4 

confident  that  you  will  hear  from  a 

4 

entertainment  options.  We  encourage 

5 

number  of  supportive  individuals  and 

5 

outdoor  play  through  our  great  parks  like 

6 

groups  this  evening  who  want  to  assure 

6 

Sedgwick  County  Park  and  Lake  Afton 

7 

you  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  is  in  a  very 

7 

Parks.  We  here  in  Wichita,  Kansas  have 

8 

strong  position  to  be  the  Main  Operating 

8 

numerous  connecting  bicycle  paths  for 

9 

Base  for  the  Tanker  Replacement  Program. 

9 

bicycle  enthusiasts.  We  partner  with  the 

10 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  has  always  been 

10 

higher  education  community  also  through 

11 

a  valuable  neighbor  and  partner  to 

11 

partnerships  with  Wichita  State,  with  the 

12 

Sedgwick  County.  We  have  watched  with 

12 

Wichita  Area  Technical  College  to  provide 

13 

pride  over  many  years  as  the  airmen  and 

13 

adult  learning  opportunities.  In  2010, 

14 

women  at  the  Base  have  adapted  to  changes 

14 

the  county  built  a  National  Center  for 

15 

in  mission  and  aircraft.  We  are 

15 

Aviation  Training,  also  known  as  NCAT,  a 

16 

extremely  proud  to  have  the  Super  Tanker 

16 

state-of-the-art  training  center  to 

17 

Base  and  the  military  personnel  and  their 

17 

support  aviation,  research  and  training 

18 

families  here  in  Wichita,  Kansas.  We 

18 

for  the  aviation  industry.  We  know  that 

19 

know  that  having  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

19 

these  are  critically  important  factors 

20 

provides  a  significant  economic  boost  to 

20 

for  you  and  your  personnel  while  they  are 

21 

our  community  and  we  are  proud  and  we  are 

21 

stationed  here  and  also  a  part  of  what 

22 

able  to  provide  things  in  our  community 

22 

encourages  them  to  retire  here  as  well . 

23 

for  the  military  personnel  and  their 

23 

We  are  so  pleased  to  have  a  long- lasting 

24 

families  to  make  their  stay  here  great. 

24 

partnership  with  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

25 

Sedgwick  County  supports  quality  of  life 

25 

and  we  are  proud  of  their  role  in 
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1 

expanding  our  nation's  defense.  We 

1 

the  speaker  as  well  as  who  is  going  to 

2 

understand  and  appreciate  how  important 

2 

come  next  so  that  you  can  get  yourself 

3 

it  is  that  we  work  together  as  partners. 

3 

mentally  ready  that  you're  going  to  be 

4 

neighbors  and  friends.  And  ladies  and 

4 

the  speaker  after. 

5 

gentlemen,  there's  one  other  thing  I 

5 

Next,  Derby  City  Manager, 

6 

would  like  to  say.  I  live  about  two 

6 

Kathy  Sexton,  who  will  be  followed  by 

7 

miles  from  the  base  as  the  crow  flies. 

7 

Debbie  Gann. 

8 

I've  been  an  elected  official  for  nine 

8 

MS.  SEXTON:  Good  evening.  Kathy 

9 

years  and  I  have  had  not  one  complaint 

9 

Sexton,  City  Manager  of  Derby.  Thank  you 

10 

regarding  McConnell,  only  compliments. 

10 

very  much  for  this  thorough  report.  I 

11 

Thank  you  very  much. 

11 

have  read  your  report .  The  environmental 

12 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

12 

information  is  helpful  to  our  neighbor  -- 

13 

The  next  speaker  to  take  the  podium. 

13 

the  City  of  Derby  being  the  closest 

14 

Sedgwick  County  Commissioner  Karl 

14 

neighbor  to  McConnell,  we  appreciate  the 

15 

Peter j  ohn . 

15 

numbers  and  the  information  about  the 

16 

MR.  PETERJOHN:  Good  evening.  Karl 

16 

noise  and  the  people  affected  and  that 

17 

Peter j ohn.  I  represent  the  3rd  County 

17 

kind  of  thing.  We  are  mentioned  as  the 

18 

Commission  District  in  Sedgwick  County. 

18 

city  in  the  report  in  terms  of  land  use 

19 

I  wanted  to  come  up  here  and  make  a  grand 

19 

and  preventing  encroachment.  We  are 

20 

expression  of  points,  but  unfortunately. 

20 

encouraged  by  the  report  and  certainly 

21 

my  six  preceding  speakers  have  beat  me  to 

21 

will  continue  to  do  that  cooperation  that 

22 

the  punch.  I'm  going  to  second  their 

22 

the  report  recommends,  that  we  continue 

23 

comments  and  thank  you  very  much. 

23 

to  work  to  control  the  development  in  the 

24 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  For  our  next 

24 

area  and  to  not  have  encroachment.  It 

25 

round  of  speakers,  I'm  going  to  announce 

25 

might  help  to  know  that  for  many  years 
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1 

Derby  has  worked  cooperatively  with  not 

1 

build  a  business  on  this  site  and  that  is 

2 

only  the  folks  at  McConnell  but  also  the 

2 

difficult,  but  we  have  been  on  record 

3 

civil  engineering  folks  at  the  Pentagon 

3 

both  staff  and  our  elected  and  appointed 

4 

to  make  sure  that  our  local  rules  not 

4 

officials  as  saying  no  sometimes  when  we 

5 

only  meet  the  Pentagon  requirements  but 

5 

feel  like  that  would  encroach  upon  the 

6 

exceed  them  and  we  are  one  of  the  few 

6 

Base.  And  so  just  to  sum  up,  we  are  very 

7 

communities  in  the  country  that  do  exceed 

7 

supportive  and,  of  course,  our  actions  of 

8 

them,  as  I  understand  it,  and  we  have 

8 

recent  years  have  also  been  supported  by 

9 

been  a  leader  in  that  respect.  We’re 

9 

Major  General  Timothy  Byers  and  this 

10 

proud  of  that .  But  I  think  the  other 

10 

calendar  year  in  his  written  comments 

11 

thing  I'm  most  proud  of  is  that  since 

11 

about  Derby's  cooperation  indicating,  I 

12 

those  rules  were  adopted  and  approved  by 

12 

quote:  Derby  has  diligently  pursued 

13 

the  Pentagon  in  2008,  that's  been  like 

13 

compatible  development  within  APZ  1  and 

14 

five  years,  right,  during  that  time  I 

14 

2.  Thank  you  very  much. 

15 

have  been  City  Manager  that  whole  time 

15 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  The  next 

16 

and  I  can  say  that  I  have  not  seen  any 

16 

speaker  I'd  like  to  welcome  is  Debbie 

17 

time  when  the  community  of  Derby  has 

17 

Gann  from  Wichita  Metro  Chamber.  After 

18 

violated  the  rules  that  it  agreed  to 

18 

her  will  be  Cathy  McClain. 

19 

follow.  Our  planning  commission  of 

19 

MS.  GANN:  Hi,  I'm  Debbie  Gann  and 

20 

volunteers,  our  City  Council  of 

20 

I  am  the  2013  Chair  of  the  Wichita  Metro 

21 

volunteers  has  always  followed  through  in 

21 

Chamber  of  Commerce.  Thank  you  for  the 

22 

supporting  the  rules  that  they  passed. 

22 

opportunity  to  express  the  Chamber's 

23 

And  that  is  not  always  easy.  There  are 

23 

support  for  securing  the  KC-46A  tanker 

24 

times  when  property  owners  say  I  want  to 

24 

program  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  I 

25 

build  houses  on  this  site,  I  want  to 

25 

recently  read  that  mobility  aircraft 
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1 

departs  somewhere  around  the  world  every 

1 

become  members  of  area  museums  and 

2 

two  and  a  half  minutes  and  they  do  this 

2 

attractions,  they  volunteer  their 

3 

24  hours  a  day,  365  days  a  year.  Very 

3 

services  to  local  non-profits  and  they 

4 

impressive.  As  a  representative  of  the 

4 

purchase  goods  and  services  from  our 

5 

business  community,  I  can  assure  you  that 

5 

businesses.  Their  children  bring  their 

6 

business  owners  throughout  the  area  are 

6 

intellect  to  our  schools,  their  creative 

7 

extremely  grateful  for  the  wide  role 

7 

talent  to  our  art  programs  and  their 

8 

McConnell  plays  in  ensuring  our  safety 

8 

athletic  gifts  to  our  sports  fields. 

9 

and  our  freedom.  Our  thanks  to  each  of 

9 

Their  spouses  provide  an  experienced 

10 

you  and  to  all  of  those  in  the  Air 

10 

workforce  to  our  businesses  and  increase 

11 

Mobility  Command  who  make  this  possible 

11 

our  community's  volunteer  pool.  And  the 

12 

through  your  dedication  to  your  mission. 

12 

retirees  from  McConnell  who  decide  to 

13 

The  airmen  at  McConnell  have  a  proven 

13 

stay  in  this  area  continue  to  contribute 

14 

track  record  of  keeping  our  country  and 

14 

to  the  wellbeing  and  quality  of  life  that 

15 

our  community  secure  which  in  turn  allows 

15 

make  Wichita  such  a  terrific  place  to 

16 

the  Chamber  business  members  to  focus  on 

16 

live.  McConnell  families  are  an 

17 

what  we  do  best,  creating  jobs  in 

17 

essential  element  of  our  aviation- focused 

18 

Southcentral  Kansas.  We  also  recognize 

18 

community.  As  the  home  of  world-class 

19 

the  economic  impact  that  McConnell  has  on 

19 

aircraft  manufacturers,  aviation 

20 

Southcentral  Kansas.  We're  very  pleased 

20 

suppliers  and  a  well-trained  aviation 

21 

at  the  prospect  of  increased  employment 

21 

workforce,  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  is  a 

22 

at  the  base  as  a  result  of  the  new  tanker 

22 

vital  partner  in  making  Wichita,  Kansas 

23 

mission.  These  airmen  and  their  families 

23 

the  Air  Capital  of  the  World.  This 

24 

are  valuable  residents  of  our  community. 

24 

award-winning  base  is  well-prepared  for 

25 

They  participate  in  community  programs. 

25 

additional  responsibilities  and  the 
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1 

Wichita  Metro  Chamber  is  pleased  to 

1 

these  new  KC-46AS?  It's  because  of  its 

2 

support  this  new  mission.  McConnell  has 

2 

central  location.  Our  tankers  from 

3 

always  demonstrated  tremendous 

3 

McConnell  can  respond  rapidly  to  a  threat 

4 

cooperation  with  local  businesses  and 

4 

across  the  Pacific  or  a  threat  in  the 

5 

government  entities  and  we  consider  them 

5 

Middle  East.  McConnell  tankers  give 

6 

a  very  compatible  and  extremely  valuable 

6 

conflict  response  flexibility. 

7 

neighbor.  We  strongly  encourage  and 

7 

Additionally,  the  tankers  at  McConnell 

8 

support  the  finalization  of  your  decision 

8 

Air  Force  Base  being  so  closely  located 

9 

to  place  the  KC-46A  at  McConnell  Air 

9 

to  Air  Mobility  Command's  Mobility 

10 

Force  Base.  Thank  you. 

10 

Training  hub,  Altus  Air  Force  Base, 

11 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

11 

230  miles  as  the  crow  flies,  allows  those 

12 

Our  next  speaker  is  Cathy  McClain  to  be 

12 

two  Air  Force  bases  to  achieve  fuel 

13 

followed  by  Kurt  Carpenter. 

13 

efficiencies.  Within  minutes  of  takeoff. 

14 

MS.  MCCLAIN:  Good  evening.  I'm 

14 

the  planes  from  Altus  Air  Force  Base  and 

15 

Cathy  McClain  from  Spirit  AeroSystems . 

15 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  can  be  flying  in 

16 

At  Spirit,  I'm  charged  with  leading  and 

16 

formation  and  that  is  a  benefit  and  a 

17 

directing  four  aircraft  programs,  but  I'm 

17 

cost  savings  to  all  of  us  as  taxpayers. 

18 

here  tonight  not  only  as  a  representative 

18 

So  bottom  line,  McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

19 

of  Spirit  AeroSystems  but  as  a  retired 

19 

is  quite  simply  the  best  location  for  our 

20 

Air  Force  officer,  a  former  wing 

20 

response  flexibility  and  the  fact  that  we 

21 

commander  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  and 

21 

can  support  the  intensive  training 

22 

an  Air  Force  veteran  who  decided  to  come 

22 

requirements  as  this  new  KC-46A  is  made 

23 

home  and  call  Wichita  my  new  home  and 

23 

part  of  our  new  fleet .  For  most  of  my 

24 

raise  my  family  here.  Why  is  McConnell 

24 

career,  I've  been  associated  with  tankers 

25 

Air  Force  Base  the  perfect  location  for 

25 

in  one  aspect  or  another.  When  I  worked 
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1 

at  Boeing,  I  led  a  team  of  software 

1 

here  in  Wichita  return  to  Wichita.  As  a 

2 

engineers  that  are  writing  the  code  for 

2 

former  Air  Force  pilot  who  deployed  and 

3 

the  new  KC-46  boom  to  actually  fly  it. 

3 

have  refueled  over  4,000  aircraft  over 

4 

and  although  Boeing  is  moving  to 

4 

Iraq,  I  want  to  say  I'm  very  excited  for 

5 

Oklahoma,  those  software  engineers  are 

5 

the  men  and  women  at  McConnell  Air  Force 

6 

still  here  in  Wichita  writing  that  code. 

6 

Base  who  will  fly  our  new  tanker  as  they 

7 

And  at  Spirit  AeroSystems,  hundreds  of 

7 

defend  our  freedom  both  here  and  abroad. 

8 

Spirit's  employees  are  building  the 

8 

Thank  you . 

9 

forward  fuselage,  cockpit,  if  you  will. 

9 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

10 

for  the  KC-46A  as  well  as  the  fan  cowls, 

10 

The  next  speaker  I'd  like  to  welcome  to 

11 

the  fan  ducts  and  the  forward  leading 

11 

the  podium  is  Kurt  Carpenter,  to  be 

12 

edge  of  that  aircraft.  When  we  rolled 

12 

followed  by  Susan  Erlenwein. 

13 

out  the  first  forward  fuselage  at  Spirit 

13 

MR.  CARPENTER:  Good  evening.  Kurt 

14 

AeroSystems,  our  customer,  Boeing,  and 

14 

Carpenter  and  I'm  the  Air  Traffic  Manager 

15 

the  Air  Force  came  here  to  celebrate  with 

15 

at  Wichita  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  and 

16 

hundreds  of  Spirit  employees .  Our  Spirit 

16 

TRACON,  and  on  behalf  of  the  FAA,  we'd 

17 

employees  are  very  proud  of  what  they  do 

17 

like  to  express  our  strong  support  for 

18 

because  they  know  what  they  are  building 

18 

the  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  with  respect 

19 

right  across  the  ramp  from  you  at 

19 

to  its  selection  for  Main  Operating  Base 

20 

McConnell  has  direct  impact  on  what  you 

20 

of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 

21 

do.  I'm  very  proud  to  know  that  just 

21 

At  our  facility,  we  don't 

22 

outside  my  office  they're  working  on  a 

22 

only  separate  and  control  the  aircraft  in 

23 

high-cgnality  product  on  time  and  I  am 

23 

and  out  of  Mid-Continent,  we  have  a 

24 

very  excited  that  outside  my  window  one 

24 

30-mile  radius  roughly  up  to  15,000  that 

25 

day,  I  will  watch  a  KC-46A  that  started 

25 

we  support  and  that,  of  course,  includes 
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1 

McConnell  and  other  airports  around  the 

1 

facility  handles  over  32,000  military 

2 

area  such  as  Beech,  Jabara,  Hutchinson, 

2 

operations.  That's  averaging  over  2600 

3 

many  others,  but  we  believe  that  this 

3 

per  month,  and  out  of  those  over  30,000 

4 

base  should  be  here.  There's  obviously 

4 

were  itinerant,  meaning  they  either  land 

5 

some  economic  benefits  and  other  things 

5 

at  McConnell,  Hutch  or  Mid-Continent.  So 

6 

that  have  been  talked  about  tonight  and 

6 

as  you  see,  that  great  amount  of 

7 

will  be  talked  about  later,  but  the  one 

7 

activity,  adding  a  few  more  is  not  going 

8 

thing  I  wanted  to  bring  up  tonight  is  the 

8 

to  make  any  difference  for  us.  In  fact. 

9 

safety  aspect.  We  have  a  big  history  of 

9 

our  numbers  have  been  down  the  last  four 

10 

working  the  aircraft  in  and  out  of  this 

10 

to  five  years,  so  we  welcome  that 

11 

area  both  for  military  and  commercial. 

11 

opportunity  to  increase  those  numbers  and 

12 

The  FAA  tower  and  radar  approach  control 

12 

keep  our  folks  busy,  keep  them  up  to 

13 

folks  are  highly  trained  and  highly 

13 

speed.  To  emphasize  safety  again  a 

14 

experienced  in  heavy  jet  activity  as  well 

14 

little  more,  we  do  have  letters  of 

15 

as  other  military  operations.  And  just 

15 

agreement  and  procedures  in  place  with 

16 

to  give  you  an  idea  of  how  much  we  do  the 

16 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  to  accommodate 

17 

work  there  and  how  much  we  --  the 

17 

their  traffic  to  seamlessly  merge  and 

18 

activity  at  Wichita  just  at 

18 

blend  that  traffic  into  the  overhead 

19 

:  Mid-Continent,  the  air  traffic  control 

19 

traffic  that  we  currently  have  from  the 

20 

tower  handles  22,000  military  operations 

20 

other  airports.  Also,  we  do  provide  a 

21 

per  year  averaging  about  1800  per  month. 

21 

24 -hour  service.  We're  open  24  hours  a 

22 

and  of  those  almost  22,000,  the  local 

22 

day,  and  again,  that's  radar  guidance  in 

23 

operations  which  we  translate  to  either 

23 

and  out  of  McConnell  and  the  area.  And 

24 

touch-and-go  or  training  operations.  And 

24 

we  do  one  other  thing  about  the  airspace 

25 

then  the  TRACON  which  again  is  the  radar 

25 

here.  It  is  pretty  wide  open.  There  are 
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1 

MOAs ,  military  operations  areas,  on 

1 

surface  groundwater,  wetlands.  It's  very 

2 

virtually  all  sides  of  us  within  about  a 

2 

important  to  look  at  the  air  quality,  the 

3 

40-mile  area,  and  so  we  already  have  that 

3 

noise  levels  and  socioeconomic  justice. 

4 

military  activity,  we  can  accommodate 

4 

all  sorts  of  things  that  compile  into  an 

5 

that  and,  bottom  line,  right  now  we're 

5 

EIS  statement,  and  I  think  they  did  an 

6 

ready  to  help  the  safety  and  service 

6 

excellent  job  in  doing  this  report.  It's 

7 

those  tankers  as  soon  as  they  get  going 

7 

very  comprehensive  and  extensive.  I've 

8 

here .  We  greatly  appreciate  the 

8 

read  many  EIS  reports  and  this  one  did 

9 

opportunity  to  comment  on  the  project  and 

9 

not  put  me  to  sleep,  so  I  appreciate 

10 

we  look  forward  to  a  positive  outcome  for 

10 

that.  It’s  very  good.  And  if  any  of  you 

11 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  Thank  you. 

11 

have  actually  looked  at  it,  it's  well 

12 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

12 

over  500  pages  long  and  did  an  excellent 

13 

The  next  speaker  I'd  like  to  welcome  to 

13 

job  in  looking  at  this.  What's  very 

14 

the  podium  is  Susan  Erlenwein,  to  be 

14 

important  is  that  the  EIS  statement 

15 

followed  by  John  Schlegel . 

15 

compares  the  current  conditions,  what's 

16 

MS.  ERLENWEIN:  Thank  you.  My  name 

16 

existing  now  and  what  will  exist  with 

17 

is  Susan  Erlenwein.  I'm  the  Director  of 

17 

changes,  whether  those  are  the 

18 

Sedgwick  County  Environmental  Resources 

18 

construction  changes  that  will  go  on  or 

19 

and  Household  Hazardous  Waste  Facility. 

19 

whether  it  has  to  deal  with  the  air 

20 

I'd  like  to  thank  Mr.  Clark  for  his 

20 

emissions  from  the  aircraft  or  the  noise 

21 

previous  review  of  the  NEPA  and  EIS. 

21 

levels  of  the  aircraft.  I'm  very  pleased 

22 

Many  people  don't  realize  how 

22 

that  this  came  out  very  positive  for  our 

23 

comprehensive  the  environmental  impact 

23 

community.  They  looked  at  our  current 

24 

statement  is.  It  goes  into  great  detail 

24 

air  quality  conditions,  noise  levels. 

25 

on  the  current  soil  conditions,  water. 

25 

growth  patterns  and  it  came  out  very 
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1 

excellent.  I'd  like  to  thank  you  for 

1 

The  updated  AICUZ  study  showed  that  the 

2 

your  thorough  report  and  I'm  very 

2 

noise  exposure  area  around  McConnell  had 

3 

supportive  of  this  project.  Thank  you 

3 

shrunk  considerably  from  that  of  the 

4 

very  much. 

4 

previous  B-1  Bomber  mission,  and  many 

5 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

5 

Wichitans  will  remember  the  B-1  Bomber 

6 

Our  next  speaker  is  John  Schlegel  to  be 

6 

mission  being  stationed  at  McConnell. 

7 

followed  by  Claudio  Ferraro. 

7 

The  2005  JLUS  assessed  future  development 

8 

MR.  SCHLEGEL:  Good  evening.  My 

8 

potential  around  the  base  and  existing 

9 

name  is  John  Schlegel.  I'm  the  Director 

9 

and  future  land  use  conflicts.  It  listed 

10 

of  Planning  for  Sedgwick  County  and  for 

10 

recommendations  for  changes  in  local 

11 

the  City  of  Wichita,  and  my  comments 

11 

government  land  use  regulation  and  in 

12 

tonight  are  about  land  use  around 

12 

local  real  estate  practices  that  could 

13 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  In  2005, 

13 

help  minimize  conflicts  between  land  use 

14 

Sedgwick  County  and  the  cities  of  Wichita 

14 

around  the  base  and  base  operations. 

15 

and  Derby  participated  in  the  development 

15 

Sedgwick  County,  Wichita  and  Derby  have 

16 

of  a  Joint  Land  Use  Study,  also  called  a 

16 

made  significant  progress  in  implementing 

17 

JLUS ,  for  McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  The 

17 

these  recommendations,  and  here  are  a 

18 

purpose  of  the  study  was  to  analyze  the 

18 

few.  First  of  all,  for  decades,  Sedgwick 

19 

impacts  of  urban  development  around 

19 

County/Wichita  have  jointly  administered 

20 

McConnell  for  the  Base's  current  mission 

20 

airport  overlay  districts  in  the  clear 

21 

and  other  possible  future  missions.  The 

21 

zones  and  accident  potential  zones  at 

22 

JLUS  in  2005  was  prompted  by  the 

22 

each  end  of  the  McConnell  runways.  These 

23 

completion  an  Air  Installation  Compatible 

23 

overlay  districts  have  helped  keep  the 

24 

Use  Zone  Study,  also  called  an  AICUZ,  for 

24 

wrong  types  of  land  uses  out  of  these 

25 

McConnell  that  was  completed  in  2004. 

25 

zones.  As  a  result  of  the  JLUS,  these 

Court  Reporting  Service,  Inc.  (316)  267-1201  Court  Reporting  Service,  Inc.  (316)  267-1201 


Final 


A.7-264 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.3.12  McConnell  AFB  Public  Hearing  Transcript  ( Continued) 


KC-46A  Tanker  Public  Hearing  -  November  12,  2013  KC-46A  Tanker  Public  Hearing  -  November  12,  2013 


66 

67 

1 

regulations  were  strengthened  even 

1 

thank  the  Air  Force  for  giving  us  this 

2 

further  to  clarify  that  the  intent  of  the 

2 

opportunity  to  testify.  We  are  proud 

3 

airport  overlay  district  is  to  prevent 

3 

that  McConnell  and  its  personnel  that 

4 

the  concentration  of  large  bodies  of 

4 

serves  its  current  mission  to  have  them 

5 

people  and  residential  development  in 

5 

as  members  of  our  community,  and  we  look 

6 

these  zones.  Wichita  and  Sedgwick  County 

6 

forward  to  having  them  as  a  vital  part  of 

7 

also  adopted  the  Air  Force  base 

7 

our  community  for  years  to  come.  Again, 

8 

protection  overlay  district  as  a  result 

8 

thank  you  for  this  opportunity. 

9 

of  that  JLUS .  The  zoning  overlay 

9 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

10 

surrounds  the  base  and  restricts  building 

10 

Our  next  speaker  is  Claudio  Ferraro,  to 

11 

heights  to  25  feet.  Its  purpose  is  to 

11 

be  followed  by  Jack  Pulley. 

12 

prevent  --  is  to  protect  the  base  from 

12 

MR.  FERRARO:  Good  evening.  I'm 

13 

possible  terrorist  activities  by 

13 

Claudio  Ferraro.  I'm  the  Senior 

14 

preventing  observation  and  launching  of 

14 

Administrator  for  Via  Christ!  St.  Joseph 

15 

attacks.  In  addition,  Wichita  Area 

15 

Hospital  and  clinical  service  lines.  I'm 

16 

Association  of  Realtors  has  incorporated 

16 

a  past  honorary  wing  commander  and  a 

17 

into  its  disclosure  forms  a  notice  that 

17 

current  member  of  the  Friends  of 

18 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  is  an 

18 

McConnell  organization.  Via  Christ! 

19 

operational  base  and  operates  24  hours  a 

19 

Health  is  the  largest  provider  of  health 

20 

day  and  planes  fly  out  of  the  base  and 

20 

care  services  in  Kansas  with  its  origin 

21 

they  generate  noise.  It  goes  on  to 

21 

dating  back  to  1889.  Based  in  Wichita, 

22 

explain  how  a  potential  buyer  can  get 

22 

we  serve  Kansas  and  Northeast  Oklahoma 

23 

more  specific  information  so  that  we  have 

23 

through  our  doctors,  hospitals,  senior 

24 

informed  buyers.  And  since  I  have  the 

24 

villages  and  health  services.  I'm 

25 

stop  sign  there,  what  I'd  like  to  do  is 

25 

honored  to  have  the  privilege  to  share 
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1 

some  information  about  the  state  of 

1 

treatment,  cancer  research  and  support 

2 

health  services  capabilities  here  and  how 

2 

services,  wound  care  centers,  Level  1 

3 

we  are  positioned  to  collaborate  and 

3 

trauma  centers  and  ERs  specializing  in 

4 

support  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  in  its 

4 

pediatric  care,  comprehensive  pediatric 

5 

role  as  the  home  for  the  KC-46A  tanker. 

5 

outpatient/inpatient  ERs,  a  regional  burn 

6 

Wichita  and  Southcentral  region  of  the 

6 

center,  accredited  cardiac,  neuro  and 

7 

state  are  extremely  fortunate  to  have 

7 

epilepsy  programs,  joint  commission 

8 

world-class  health  services  across  the 

8 

accredited  stroke  centers,  rehabilitation 

9 

continuum  from  primary  care  to  the  most 

9 

hospitals,  a  behavioral  health  hospital. 

10 

acute  care  services.  Via  Christi,  HCA 

10 

In  collaboration  with  KU,  Wesley  and 

11 

Wesley  and  other  health  care  providers 

11 

Via  Christi,  over  250  residents  are 

12 

collectively  provide  some  of  the  most 

12 

trained  in  13  residency  programs  here  in 

13 

high  intensity  care  in  services  that  are 

13 

Wichita.  We  have  an  extensive  network  of 

14 

in  place  to  augment  McConnell's 

14 

primary  care,  imaging,  ambulatory  surgery 

15 

capabilities  to  ensure  its  mission  is 

15 

and  rehab  clinics  that  exist  throughout 

16 

always  in  a  state  of  readiness .  We  are 

16 

the  region.  Wichita  is  home  to  the 

17 

here  to  serve  its  airmen,  their 

17 

Robert  J.  Dole  VA  Medical  Center  serving 

18 

dependents  and  its  many  civilian 

18 

thousands  of  veterans  across  many  Kansas 

19 

employees  and  their  families.  Some 

19 

counties  for  75  years.  As  an  active 

20 

highlights  of  our  collective  capabilities 

20 

supporter  of  McConnell  in  a  variety  of 

21 

include:  Five  acute  care  hospitals,  four 

21 

capacities  over  the  years,  it  is  clear 

22 

specialty  hospitals,  maternal  fetal 

22 

that  this  community  and  the  health  care 

23 

medicine.  Level  3  NICU  facilities  and  the 

23 

sector  have  had  a  long  and  rich  tradition 

24 

most  modern  birth  facilities  and 

24 

in  supporting  McConnell  since  its 

25 

services,  state  of  the  art  cancer 

25 

inception.  In  addition  to  strong 
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1 

partnerships  in  helping  to  ensure  that 

1 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

2 

McConnell  maintains  its  mission 

2 

Next  speaker  I'd  like  to  welcome  to  the 

3 

readiness,  we  have  been  honored  to  serve 

3 

podium  is  Jack  Pulley,  to  be  followed  by 

4 

side  by  side  on  base  and  in  the  community 

4 

Wayne  Roberts . 

5 

from  air  shows  to  working  collaboratively 

5 

MR.  PULLEY:  I'm  Jack  Pulley.  I'm 

6 

during  periods  of  local  and  regional 

6 

the  Fleet  Manager  for  the  Davis-Moore 

7 

disasters .  Via  Christi  is  very  pleased 

7 

Auto  Group,  but  I'm  here  this  evening  as 

8 

the  Air  Force  selected  McConnell  to  be  a 

8 

president  of  the  Friends  of  McConnell.  I 

9 

preferred  site  for  the  new  KC-46A  tanker 

9 

thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  on 

10 

and  we  collectively  stand  behind  and  with 

10 

behalf  of  the  Friends  of  McConnell.  This 

11 

our  military  colleagues  in  offering  our 

11 

is  our  region's  civilian  support 

12 

support  in  these  final  stages  of  making 

12 

organization  for  McConnell  Air  Force 

13 

this  designation  permanent.  McConnell 

13 

Base,  its  airmen  and  families.  The 

14 

Air  Force  Base  has  been  a  tremendous 

14 

activities  and  wide  range  of  support  that 

15 

asset  to  our  Southcentral  Kansas 

15 

Friends  of  McConnell  provide  speaks 

16 

community,  both  from  an  economic  and 

16 

volumes  for  the  respect  and  admiration 

17 

community  partner  standpoint.  We  believe 

17 

our  businesses  and  residents  have  for  the 

18 

there  is  no  better  choice  among  the  site 

18 

airmen  at  McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  If 

19 

options  being  considered,  therefore, 

19 

you  would  allow  me  to  list  just  a  few  of 

20 

via  Christi  pledges  our  full  support  of 

20 

the  things  that  we've  supported  in  the 

21 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  and  we  stand 

21 

last  few  months .  The  annual  and 

22 

ready  to  assist  the  Air  Force  and  our 

22 

quarterly  awards .  We  provide  the  money 

23 

community  in  the  process  of  securing  the 

23 

that  give  awards  to  the  winners .  The 

24 

final  selection  of  the  base  as  the  home 

24 

enlisted  spouses  has  a  program  called 

25 

for  the  KC-46A  tanker.  Thank  you. 

25 

Operation  Holiday  Surprise  and  what  this 
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1 

is  is  E-4  and  down,  we  go  and  give  them. 

1 

evident  in  our  schools,  in  our  churches. 

2 

actually  pay  their  grocery  bill  when  they 

2 

community  theaters,  parades,  recreational 

3 

check  out  at  Christmastime  and 

3 

programs,  especially  charitable  and 

4 

Thanksgiving  time.  The  Officers'  Spouses 

4 

volunteer  organizations,  civic  clubs  and 

5 

Scholarship  Fund,  McConnell  top  three 

5 

neighborhood  associations.  The  merging 

6 

senior  NCO  induction.  Quarterly,  we 

6 

of  military  and  civilian  is  invisible. 

7 

support  the  Hearts  Apart  which  we  have  a 

7 

Here,  we  are  all  citizens  of  one 

8 

dinner  for  the  deployed's  spouses,  the 

8 

community  where  the  uniform  you  wear  does 

9 

Folds  of  Honor  Golf  Tournament,  the 

9 

not  define  you,  it  enhances  you. 

10 

Airman's  Council,  the  annual  awards 

10 

Sometimes  we  go  an  extra  mile.  There 

11 

program  of  the  931st  Air  Refueling  Wing 

11 

have  been  instances  that  have  occurred 

12 

and  the  184th  Intelligent  Wing,  integral 

12 

that  the  Friends  of  McConnell  have 

13 

parts  of  Team  McConnell.  In  addition. 

13 

stepped  up.  A  couple  examples,  a 

14 

the  base  can  always  count  on  us.  Friends 

14 

deployed  spouse  came  to  her  house  around 

15 

of  McConnell,  to  support  the  Tops  in  Blue 

15 

the  Christmastime  only  to  find  her  car  on 

16 

performance  when  they  come,  the  open 

16 

bricks  or  on  blocks  and  her  house  cleaned 

17 

house  and  air  shows  when  we  have  them. 

17 

out.  And  with  a  quick  e-mail  to  all  of 

18 

Air  Mobility  Command  rodeo,  we  send 

18 

our  Friends  of  McConnell,  we  raised 

19 

people  with  them  and  we  cook  for  them  and 

19 

thousands  of  dollars  to  help  her  restore 

20 

entertain  them.  We  always  provide  for 

20 

her  life  and  her  Christmas.  Another 

21 

the  Air  Force  ball  and  a  number  of 

21 

instance  was  a  young  airman  family  that 

22 

squadron  group  and  family  celebrations 

22 

had  a  sick  daughter  that  they  couldn't 

23 

throughout  the  year.  We  are  an  Air  Force 

23 

afford  to  get  to  the  other  community  that 

24 

town.  Air  Force  families  are  evident  in 

24 

they  needed  to  take  her  to  for  services. 

25 

every  aspect  of  our  communities.  They're 

25 

Again,  we  raised  the  money  and  helped 
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1 

that  young  family  take  their  daughter  to 

1 

Military  Committee.  The  Tanker  Task 

2 

that  facility.  And  taking  the  McConnell 

2 

Force  was  formed  when  the  competition 

3 

message  into  the  community  is  something 

3 

began  for  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A.  Our 

4 

we  do  frequently.  Continual  education  of 

4 

community  leaders  wanted  to  make  sure  we 

5 

our  citizens  about  the  value  of  McConnell 

5 

had  a  targeted  approach  to  explain  to  Air 

6 

is  something  we  relish  doing,  speaking  to 

6 

Force  officials  why  McConnell  was  the 

7 

civic  clubs,  church  groups  and  veterans 

7 

logical  choice  for  the  MOB  1.  The 

8 

groups  whenever  possible.  Part  of 

8 

Wichita  Metro  Chamber  spearheaded 

9 

McConnell's  mission  statement  is  to 

9 

bringing  together  all  the  interested 

10 

guarantee  that  an  assignment  to  McConnell 

10 

parties  into  a  task  force  that  was 

11 

is  the  best  assignment  of  an  airman's 

11 

targeted  with  getting  out  the  message  in 

12 

career,  and  judging  from  the  number  of 

12 

a  clear  and  concise  manner.  Our  task 

13 

compliments  we  receive,  we  think  we're 

13 

force  was  represented  by  the  Governors 

14 

doing  a  pretty  good  job.  Thank  you  for 

14 

Military  Council,  Friends  of  McConnell, 

15 

the  opportunity  to  speak  in  support  of 

15 

the  Wichita  Metro  Chamber,  the  Wichita 

16 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  becoming  the 

16 

Independent  Business  Association, 

17 

best  assignment  for  the  new  KC-46A 

17 

Sedgwick  County,  the  cities  of  Wichita 

18 

tanker.  Thank  you  very  much. 

18 

and  Derby  and  retired  Air  Force 

19 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

19 

personnel.  The  base  has  won  over  80 

20 

Next  speaker  I'd  like  to  welcome  to  the 

20 

awards  in  the  past  18  months.  That's 

21 

podium  is  Wayne  Roberts,  to  be  followed 

21 

more  than  all  the  other  Air  Mobility 

22 

by  Victor  White. 

22 

Command  bases  put  together.  It's  a 

23 

MR.  ROBERTS:  Good  evening.  My 

23 

strong  case  for  the  4 6 -A  beddown  at 

24 

name  is  Wayne  Roberts  and  I'm  Chairman  of 

24 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  You  logically 

25 

the  Tanker  Task  Force  and  the  Joint 

25 

want  to  put  the  best  planes  where  you 
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1 

have  the  best  personnel  and  the  best 

1 

wholeheartedly  support  McConnell  Air 

2 

performance.  As  you've  heard  from  other 

2 

Force  Base  and  look  forward  to  being 

3 

speakers,  this  community  wholeheartedly 

3 

MOB  1  for  the  4 6 -A.  Thank  you. 

4 

supports  the  airmen  at  McConnell.  We've 

4 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

5 

embraced  them  as  an  integral  part  of  our 

5 

Next  speaker  I'd  like  to  welcome  to  the 

6 

community  and  continue  to  look  for  ways 

6 

podium  is  Victor  White,  to  be  followed  by 

7 

to  show  them  that  we  recognize  and 

7 

Diana  Alexander. 

8 

appreciate  the  sacrifices  they  make  to 

8 

MR.  WHITE:  Good  evening.  I'm 

9 

keep  us  free.  We  have  heard  time  and 

9 

Victor  White,  Director  of  Airports  for 

10 

time  again  from  airmen  to  base  leadership 

10 

the  Wichita  Airport  Authority.  On  behalf 

11 

that  they  have  never  seen  the  support  to 

11 

of  the  City  of  Wichita  Airport  Authority, 

12 

the  level  we  have  in  communities 

12 

we  would  like  to  express  our  strong 

13 

surrounding  the  base,  and  that's  why  so 

13 

support  for  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  with 

14 

many  of  them  return  to  Wichita  and  retire 

14 

respect  to  its  selection  as  the  Main 

15 

once  they  have  completed  their  military 

15 

Operating  Base  of  the  KC-46A  tanker 

16 

service.  We  have  over  10,000  retirees  in 

16 

aircraft.  The  Airport  Authority  is  the 

17 

Wichita,  Derby  and  surrounding 

17 

owner  and  operator  of  both  Wichita 

18 

communities.  During  their  military 

18 

Mid-Continent  Airport  and  Colonel  James 

19 

careers,  they  have  been  stationed  in 

19 

Jabara  Airport,  the  general  aviation 

20 

numerous  locations  both  in  the  U.S.  and 

20 

field  here  in  the  area.  We  believe  that 

21 

around  the  world,  and  there  is  no  greater 

21 

the  Air  Force  should  select  McConnell  for 

22 

compliment  to  have  them  select  Wichita 

22 

this  mission  for  the  following  reasons 

23 

and  our  area  as  their  final  home.  Our 

23 

that  are  directly  related  to  the  services 

24 

governmental  entities,  our  business 

24 

and  facilities  that  we  have  successfully 

25 

organizations  and  our  citizens 

25 

and  proudly  provided  to  McConnell  and 
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1 

Other  military  bases  for  a  number  of 

1 

all-weather  capabilities,  it  has  become 

2 

years .  There  are  indeed  synergies  and  a 

2 

the  facility  of  choice  for  not  just 

3 

partnership  between  Mid-Continent  Airport 

3 

McConnell  aircraft  but  those  from  other 

4 

McConnell.  McConnell  tanker  aircraft 

4 

Air  Force  bases  and  other  military 

5 

routinely  conduct  an  average  of  35  or 

5 

services  as  well  who  routinely  operate  in 

6 

more  operations  per  month  at 

6 

and  out  of  Mid-Continent.  Our  fixed  base 

7 

Mid-Continent  Airport.  This  includes 

7 

service  operators  have  fueling 

8 

touch-and-go  operations  as  well  as  full 

8 

capabilities  and  government  contracts 

9 

stop,  takeoffs  and  landings  which  are 

9 

which  permit  them  to  provide  aircraft 

10 

used  for  pilot  training  and  efficiency 

10 

refueling  to  literally  any  military 

11 

missions.  Mid-Continent  Airport  is  open 

11 

aircraft.  The  airport  has  plenty  of  ramp 

12 

and  available  for  McConnell  aircraft  in 

12 

space  to  accommodate  the  temporary 

13 

the  event  of  weather,  mechanical  or 

13 

parking  and  support  operations  for 

14 

emergency  diversion  situations.  Just 

14 

tankers  during  a  stop  here.  The  airport 

15 

last  week,  for  example,  Mid-Continent 

15 

has  a  24 -hour  air  traffic  control  tower 

16 

hosted  four  KC-135  tanker  aircraft  for  a 

16 

and  radar  approach  control  which 

17 

couple  of  days  during  inclement  weather 

17 

currently  provides  radar  guidance  to 

18 

when  the  instrument  landing  system  at 

18 

McConnell  aircraft.  The  airport  has  a 

19 

McConnell  was  under  repair.  The  FAA  air 

19 

24-hour  airport  police  and  fire 

20 

traffic  control  tower  and  radar  approach 

20 

department  which  is  capable  of  providing 

21 

control  operators  at  Mid-Continent  are 

21 

emergency  services  and  security 

22 

highly  trained  and  experienced  in 

22 

protection  for  tanker  aircraft  while  on 

23 

handling  heavy  jet  tanker  traffic  and 

23 

the  ground.  The  airport  has  inspectors 

24 

other  military  aircraft  operations. 

24 

from  U.S.  Customs  and  Border  Protection 

25 

Because  of  the  airport's  full  service  and 

25 

to  handle  inbound  international  aircraft 
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1 

as  well.  Other  Air  Force  bases  in 

1 

opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project 

2 

Oklahoma  and  throughout  the  region  use 

2 

and  look  forward  to  a  positive  outcome  in 

3 

Mid-Continent  for  pilot  training  already 

3 

favor  of  McConnell.  Thank  you. 

4 

due  to  our  capabilities  and  because  air 

4 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

5 

traffic  here  is  less  than  in  surrounding 

5 

The  next  speaker  I’d  like  to  welcome  is 

6 

states.  There  are  approximately  1200 

6 

Diana  Alexander,  to  be  followed  by  Leon 

7 

military  operations  a  month  here  as  a 

7 

Skelton . 

8 

result  of  the  airport  being  the  facility 

8 

MS.  ALEXANDER:  Good  evening. 

9 

of  choice  in  the  region.  Because  those 

9 

Hello.  I'm  Diana  Alexander  and  I  do 

10 

aircraft  come  to  Mid-Continent  to  train^ 

10 

appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on 

11 

it  leaves  McConnell  free  to  operate 

11 

the  46-A  tanker  issue  and  the  awarding  of 

12 

without  any  interference.  The  airspace 

12 

this  contract  to  McConnell.  I  do  believe 

13 

surrounding  Wichita  is  relatively 

13 

that  they  really  truly  are  the  best 

14 

uncongested  and  has  plenty  of  capacity  to 

14 

choice  as  a  lifelong  Wichitan,  and  also 

15 

handle  many  more  operations  than 

15 

part  of  the  reason  why  I  am  here  is 

16 

currently  come  into  both  McConnell  and 

16 

because  of  the  tragedy  that  happened  in 

17 

Mid-Continent.  And  this  part  of  the 

17 

1965  on  21st  and  Piatt.  My  parents  lived 

18 

country  has  wide  open  airspace,  clear 

18 

at  21st  and  Grove  and  in  listening  to  the 

19 

skies  and  outstanding  weather  that  is 

19 

other  speakers  and  watching  their 

20 

conducive  to  the  placement  of  air 

20 

presentation,  I  do  think  that  McConnell 

21 

refueling  flight  tracks  by  the  tankers. 

21 

would  be  the  best  place  for  it  because 

22 

One  of  the  reasons  for  that  is  that  these 

22 

they  seem  to  be  --  their  safety  record  is 

23 

tracks  were  established  in  areas  that 

23 

quite  good  with  the  KC-135S.  There 

24 

don’t  conflict  with  highly  used  airliner 

24 

hasn ' t  been  a  repeat  of  what  happened 

25 

routes.  We  greatly  appreciate  this 

25 

that  day.  And  also  I  was  looking  at  the 
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1 

specs  on  the  KC-46  and  if  it  can  survive 

1 

Our  next  speaker  is  Leon  Skelton,  to  be 

2 

a  nuclear  attack,  I'm  thinking  that  it's 

2 

followed  by  David  Hitchcock. 

3 

probably  a  bit  more  at  the  very  least 

3 

MR.  SKELTON:  By  the  way,  just  to 

4 

crashworthy  than  the  KC-135.  And  I  also 

4 

clear  one  thing  up,  I'm  not  related  to 

5 

feel  that  another  thing  that  should  be 

5 

Councilman  Skeleton.  I  grew  up  in 

6 

considered  is  the  --  I  would  hope  that 

6 

Syracuse,  New  York  and  I  spent  30  years 

7 

even  though  Boeing  has  left  our  fair  city 

7 

in  the  United  States  Air  Force.  I'm  a 

8 

that  the  close  relationship  between 

8 

retired  Chief  Master  Sergeant  and  why  do 

9 

McConnell  and  Boeing  will  continue  and 

9 

I  live  here  now.  I  was  stationed  here 

10 

that  they  will  be  able  to  put  in  input  on 

10 

back  when  there  were  missiles  here,  so 

11 

the  KC-46A.  And  in  closing,  another 

11 

you  can  see  I'm  old.  But  anyways,  I  came 

12 

thing  that  I  am  concerned  about  is  if 

12 

back  here  after  I  retired  out  of  the  Air 

13 

there's  any  emergency  plans  that  might  be 

13 

Force  because  this  was  a  great  place  to 

14 

put  into  place  or  any  sort  of  disaster 

14 

live.  When  I  was  stationed  here,  I  said 

15 

training  scenarios  that  could  be  put  into 

15 

I've  got  to  come  back  here  to  live.  And 

16 

place  to  avoid  --  if  a  tragedy  like  that 

16 

the  reason  I  do  is  I'll  explain  this  to 

17 

would  happen  again,  God  forbid,  we  don't 

17 

you  in  the  best  way  I  can.  Everybody 

18 

want  that  and  I'm  thinking  --  and,  like  I 

18 

else  has  had  an  opportunity  to  say 

19 

said,  I  was  looking  at  the  specs  of  the 

19 

something  that  was  very  well  for  this 

20 

KC-46  and  I  don't  think  that's  likely. 

20 

community.  But  anyways,  I  get  the 

21 

but  we  do  need  to  make  preparations  for 

21 

opportunity  every  class  that  graduates 

22 

and  plans  for  disasters  whether  they 

22 

the  young  airmen  that  go  through  their 

23 

occur  or  not.  Thank  you  very  much. 

23 

first  leadership  class  at  McConnell  Air 

24 

Goodbye . 

24 

Force  Base,  I  have  the  opportunity  to 

25 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

25 

speak  to  them  and  I  have  done  that  for  14 
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1 

years  and  I  always  ask  this  question. 

1 

today  are  great,  and  if  there's  any  one. 

2 

How  many  of  you  are  college  graduates  and 

2 

I  don't  know  what  it  is.  You  probably 

3 

how  many  of  you  are  going  to  college. 

3 

heard  a  good  friend  of  mine  that  works 

4 

It's  surprising  how  many  of  our  young 

4 

for  Davis -Moore  came  out  here  and  talked 

5 

airmen  today  are  going  to  college  here. 

5 

and  what  goes  on.  I  think  this  is  one  of 

6 

We  have  the  best  opportunities  any  place 

6 

the  greatest  places  for  young  people  to 

7 

for  young  airmen  to  go  to  college.  And 

7 

come  for  opportunities  in  their  families, 

8 

the  reason  I  care  about  young  airmen  is 

8 

in  their  future  for  them  because,  as  you 

9 

because  I  had  a  lot  of  them  that  worked 

9 

know,  when  we  go  to  war,  it's  not  fun. 

10 

for  me  and  I  had  a  lot  of  them  that  I 

10 

I've  been  there  and  I  did  that  and  it's 

11 

cared  about,  worried  about  and  thought 

11 

not  a  lot  of  fun.  The  biggest  thing  you 

12 

about  what  was  going  to  happen  to  them  in 

12 

worry  about  is  your  family.  In  Vietnam 

13 

their  lives,  and  one  of  the  most 

13 

when  you  used  to  want  to  talk  to  your 

14 

important  things  to  the  people  that  fix 

14 

families  on  the  phone  and  your  wife 

15 

these  airplanes  and  fly  them  is  that 

15 

called,  you  had  to  get  ahold  of  your  wife 

16 

their  families  are  going  to  be  okay  while 

16 

and  you  finally  got  ahold  of  her  and  you 

17 

they're  gone  and  that  they  have  an 

17 

always  went  through  the  Mars  station  and 

18 

opportunity  in  life  to  get  ahead.  This 

18 

all  these  people  plugged  you  in  and  you'd 

19 

is  the  best  place  they  can  go  to 

19 

call  your  wife  and  she'd  say  the  washing 

20 

technical  school  here,  as  a  matter  of 

20 

machine's  broke,  honey,  and  you  said. 

21 

fact,  they  can  learn  to  fly  here.  They 

21 

well,  get  it  fixed.  And  she'd  say  over 

22 

teach  at  --  K-State  has  one  of  the  best 

22 

and  it  would  come  to  you.  The  next  time 

23 

flying  there  is.  But  the  opportunities 

23 

you  finally  got  ahold  of  her,  she  would 

24 

here  for  the  young  airmen  that  we  have 

24 

write  a  letter  and  say  I  got  a  new  wash 

25 

and  even  the  young  officers  that  we  have 

25 

machine.  But  anyways,  the  things  that 

Court  Reporting  Service,  Inc.  (316)  267-1201  Court  Reporting  Service,  Inc.  (316)  267-1201 


Final 


A.7-274 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


A.  7.3.12  McConnell  AFB  Public  Hearing  Transcript  ( Continued) 


KC-46A  Tanker  Public  Hearing  -  November  12,  2013  KC-46A  Tanker  Public  Hearing  -  November  12,  2013 


86 

87 

1 

happen  today  people  worry  about,  and  we 

1 

followed  by  Tim  Witsman. 

2 

want  to  make  it  less  worried  for  these 

2 

MR.  HITCHCOCK:  Good  evening. 

3 

kids  and  these  men  that  fly  these 

3 

everyone.  My  name  is  David  Hitchcock.  I 

4 

airplanes  as  they  can,  and  McConnell  Air 

4 

spent  23  years  at  Boeing,  part  of  which 

5 

Force  Base  and  this  community  does  an 

5 

time  I  was  a  government  contracts 

6 

excellent  job.  I  am  proud  to  have  the 

6 

manager,  in  interim  contractor  support 

7 

opportunity  to  be  called  a  Kansan.  And 

7 

for  the  ECP-405  program  concerning  the 

8 

just  to  close  I'll  say  this.  I  went  back 

8 

KC-135S  and  also  fleet  support.  So  I  say 

9 

to  New  York  for  my  60th  high  school 

9 

that  only  to  convey  to  you  that  my 

10 

graduation  and  I  was  asked  this  question, 

10 

interest  in  the  KC-46A  is  not  a  casual 

11 

what  do  you  think  you're  doing  living  in 

11 

interest.  There's  little  I  can  say  that 

12 

Kansas,  and  I  always  say  it's  the  best 

12 

hasn't  already  been  said,  but  in  hearing 

13 

place  of  all  the  places  that  I've  lived 

13 

everything  that  has  been  said  both  about 

14 

is  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  in  Kansas.  I 

14 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base  and  Wichita  and 

15 

think  that  the  young  men  that  come  here. 

15 

the  surrounding  communities,  I'm  reminded 

16 

it's  the  most  important  thing  --  you  can 

16 

of  the  slogan  that  the  Phillips  66 

17 

have  all  the  Environmental  Impact  Studies 

17 

company  used  to  have,  it's  performance 

18 

and  everything  you  want  to,  but  you  want 

18 

that  counts,  and  I  would  ask  all  our  good 

19 

to  worry  about  the  young  people  flying 

19 

representatives  of  the  Air  Force  who  are 

20 

and  fixing  them  that  them  and  their 

20 

with  us  tonight  to  remember  that .  I  know 

21 

families  have  a  good  place  to  live. 

21 

we  are  supposed  to  speak  to  the  EIS,  but 

22 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity. 

22 

I  would  like  to  stress  that  if  it  is 

23 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

23 

performance  that  counts,  please  consider 

24 

The  next  speaker  I'd  like  to  welcome  to 

24 

what  you  have  heard  from  so  many  of  my 

25 

the  podium  is  David  Hitchcock,  to  be 

25 

fellow  citizens  tonight.  I'm  here  only 
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1 

as  a  citizen.  I  am  retired,  but  I  follow 

1 

to  be  addressed  in  the  positive  spirit 

2 

what  McConnell  does  very  closely  and  I 

2 

that  both  we  and  McConnell  have,  those 

3 

would  like  to  endorse  everything  that  has 

3 

will  be  well  taken  care  of.  I  thank  you 

4 

been  said.  If  I  could  speak  to  one  point 

4 

for  this  opportunity.  Wish  you  all  a 

5 

concerning  the  EIS,  I  heard  some 

5 

good  evening. 

6 

discussion  about  noise.  Well,  I  first 

6 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

7 

became  acquainted  with  McConnell  back  in 

7 

Our  next  speaker  is  Tim  Witsman,  to  be 

8 

the  early  1950s  when  they  were  training 

8 

followed  by  Brian  McDaniel . 

9 

B-47  flight  crews  and  maintenance  people 

9 

MR.  WITSMAN:  Thank  you  very  much 

10 

to  service  that  airplane.  Then  came  the 

10 

for  the  opportunity.  I'm  Tim  Witsman  and 

11 

F-105,  then  came  the  F-4  and  after  that 

11 

I'm  President  of  the  Wichita  Independent 

12 

came  the  F-16  and  the  B-1  Bomber.  We  did 

12 

Business  Association.  I'll  have  very 

13 

have  missiles  for  a  time  but,  thank  God, 

13 

short  remarks  and  they're  really  about 

14 

we  did  not  hear  much  from  them  by  the  way 

14 

the  support  of  the  business  community  for 

15 

of  noise.  And  finally,  the  KC-135 

15 

McConnell .  Wichita  Independent  Business 

16 

tankers.  I  think  the  gentlemen  and 

16 

Association/Kansas  Independent  Business 

17 

ladies  from  the  Air  Force  know  by  now 

17 

Coalition,  which  we  call  WIBA,  is  an 

18 

that  we're  married,  in  effect,  to 

18 

association  of  nearly  500  Kansas 

19 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  So  I  hope  that 

19 

businesses  that  are  not  publicly  traded 

20 

as  you  consider  the  findings  of  the  EIS 

20 

companies.  WIBA's  been  in  existence  for 

21 

and  compare  those  with  the  performance  of 

21 

over  82  years .  We  have  partnered  with 

22 

McConnell,  you  will  leave  this  meeting 

22 

the  Wichita  Regional  Chamber  of  Commerce 

23 

assured  that  this  community  does  support 

23 

to  establish  a  Joint  Military  Affairs 

24 

McConnell,  we're  proud  of  their  mission. 

24 

Committee.  The  preponderance  of  our 

25 

and  if  there  are  any  EIS  issues  that  need 

25 

members  do  not  directly  gain  from  the 
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1 

presence  of  McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  We 

1 

Kansas.  If  there  are  any  ways  that  we 

2 

are,  however,  keenly  aware  of  McConnell's 

2 

might  be  helpful  to  the  review  team,  we 

3 

importance  and  pay  more  than  lip  service 

3 

stand  ready  to  respond.  Thank  you. 

4 

to  supporting  the  base  and  its  mission. 

4 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

5 

WIBA's  Chairman  Elect,  Wayne  Roberts,  is 

5 

And  the  last  speaker  I've  got  written 

6 

Chairman  of  the  Joint  WIBA  Wichita  Area 

6 

down  here  to  welcome  to  the  podium  is 

7 

Chamber  Military  Affairs  Committee  and 

7 

Brian  McDaniel . 

8 

has  played  a  lead  role  in  demonstrating 

8 

MR.  MCDANIEL:  Greetings,  everyone. 

9 

the  community  support  for  the  mission  of 

9 

Thanks  for  the  opportunity.  My  name  is 

10 

home  base  for  the  new  tanker  fleet .  In 

10 

Brian  McDaniel .  I  spent  12  years  out 

11 

June,  a  representative  from  McConnell  was 

11 

here  at  McConnell,  grew  up  around 

12 

the  featured  speaker  at  WIBA's  monthly 

12 

Wichita.  Where  Cedar  Crest  is  now 

13 

luncheon,  and  on  Tuesday,  the  25th,  I 

13 

located,  we  farmed  that  plus  a  half  mile 

14 

will  introduce  the  Vice  Commander  of  the 

14 

east  --we  had  from  the  creek  to  half 

15 

Wing  to  a  presentation  of  over  200  people 

15 

mile  east  of  119th  Street  and  a  half  mile 

16 

at  Wichita  Downtown  Rotary.  We  have 

16 

north,  so  I  have  been  very  fortunate  -- 

17 

members  who  are  Friends  of  McConnell  and 

17 

three  companies  owned  me,  we  don't  own 

18 

some  who  are  also  Golden  Eagles  and  I 

18 

companies,  they  own  us,  and  the  clients 

19 

served  four  years  as  an  honorary 

19 

are  the  people  who  really  end  up  giving 

20 

commander  for  mission  support  out  there. 

20 

us  directions,  and  having  been  an  air 

21 

You  may  be  certain  that  the  Wichita  area 

21 

traffic  controller  for  12  years  in 

22 

business  community  is  deeply  engaged  in 

22 

Vietnam,  Greenland,  California,  many 

23 

ensuring  the  growth  of  the  healthy 

23 

different  places,  having  trained  many. 

24 

partnership  between  McConnell  Air  Force 

24 

many  air  traffic  controllers  right  out 

25 

Base  and  the  Southcentral  region  of 

25 

here  at  McConnell,  I  say  thank  you  for 
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1 

the  opportunity  to  possibly  have  the 

1 

later.  If  you  would  like  your  own  copy 

2 

C-46A  at  McConnell.  Thank  you  and  good 

2 

of  the  Final  EIS,  please  let  one  of  the 

3 

evening . 

3 

representatives  at  the  registration  table 

4 

LT.  COL.  RICHARDSON:  Thank  you. 

4 

know  or  send  a  letter  or  post  card  asking 

5 

We've  heard  from  everyone  who  signed  up 

5 

for  your  own  copy.  The  Air  Force  will 

6 

to  speak.  Is  there  anyone  who  would  like 

6 

send  copies  of  the  Final  EIS  to  you. 

7 

to  speak  --  well,  rather,  if  there  is 

7 

At  this  point,  the  hearing  is 

8 

anyone  who  would  like  to  speak  and  hasn't 

8 

in  recess  and  will  adjourn  at  8:00  p.m. 

9 

done  so,  you  can  raise  your  hand  and  Beth 

9 

if  it's  not  reconvened  earlier.  Thank 

10 

will  get  a  card  to  you. 

10 

you . 

11 

Okay.  It  appears  we  have  no 

11 

12 

more  remaining  speakers.  As  I  mentioned 

12 

13 

earlier.  Air  Force  representatives  will 

13 

14 

continue  to  be  available  over  by  the 

14 

15 

display  boards  to  continue  any 

15 

16 

discussions.  However,  discussions  that 

16 

17 

take  place  at  the  boards  will  not  be  part 

17 

18 

of  the  official  record  of  the  EIS.  I 

18 

19 

thank  you  for  your  time  and  interest. 

19 

20 

Tonight  is  not  the  end  of  your 

20 

21 

opportunity  to  participate  in  the 

21 

22 

environmental  review  process.  Again, 

22 

23 

written  comment  sheets  are  available  at 

23 

24 

the  registration  table.  You  can  turn 

24 

25 

these  sheets  in  tonight  or  mail  them 

25 
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A.8  FINAL  EIS  MAILING  LIST 

KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  I  BEDDOWN  FINAL  MAILING  LIST 
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CD 

Printed 

Exec 
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Printed 
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OK 

Altus  AFB  Library 
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OK 
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OK 

Altus  Public  Library 

Altus 

OK 
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Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Altus/Quartz  Mountain 
Regional  Airport 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Amarillo  Public 

Library 

Amarillo 

TX 
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Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Clinton-Sherman 

Industrial 

Airpark/OSIDA 

Burns  Elat 

OK 
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Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Comanche  Nation  of 
Oklahoma 

THPO 

Arterberry 

Jimmy 

Lawton 

OK 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

LAA,  Southwest 

Region 

Administrator 

Bruner 

Teresa 

Lort  Worth 

TX 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Lort  Worth  Alliance 
Airport 

Ash 

Christopher 

Lort  Worth 

TX 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Lort  Worth  Meacham 
International  Airport 

Lort  Worth 

TX 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

KWHN/KQ106 

Esparza 

Mary 

Altus 

OK 

I 

I 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Lawton  Public  Library 

Lawton 

OK 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Mahon  Public  Library 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Oklahoma  Natural 
Heritage  Inventory 

Agency 

Representative 

Norman 

OK 

I 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Osage  Nation 

THPO 

Munkres 

James 

Pawhuska 

OK 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Preston  Smith 
International  Airport 

Aviation 

Director 

Loomis 

James 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 
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TX 
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Benjamin 
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Dallas 

TX 
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Coke 
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Office 

Mayor 

Webb 

David 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Altus  Planning 
and  Development 

Planning 

Director 

Burleson 

Barbara 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Altus,  Attorney 

Coke 

Catherine 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Amarillo 

Mayor's  Office 

Mayor 

Harpole 

Paul 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Amarillo 
Planning  Department 

Planning 

Director 

Shaw 

Kelley 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Clinton 

Planning  Department 

Clinton 

OK 

I 

I 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Elk  City 

Elk  City 

OK 

I 

I 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Eort  Worth 
Mayor's  Office 

Mayor 

Price 

Betsy 

Eort  Worth 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Eort  Worth 
Planning  and 
Development 

Director 

Harwood 

Randall 

Eort  Worth 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Lubbock 

Lubbock 

TX 

I 

I 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

City  of  Lubbock 

Mayor's  Office 

Mayor 

Robertson 

Glen 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Final 
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KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  FINAL  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or 
Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Aims  AFB, 

OK 

Committee  of  100 

Lucas  Larms 

Chairman 

Lucas 

Eva 

Elmer 

OK 

1 

1 

Aims  AFB, 

OK 

Jackson  County  EMS 

Cecil 

Shaun 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Jackson  County 

Sheriff 

Sherriff 

Levick 

Roger 

Altus 

OK 

I 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Lawton  Constitution 

Meador 

Mitch 

Lawton 

OK 

I 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Lubbock  County 

Clerk's  Office 

Pinion 

Kelly 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Lubbock  International 
Airport 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Military  Affairs 
Committee 

Hokett 

Construction 

Director 

Hokett 

Shane 

Blair 

OK 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Military  Affairs 
Committee 

- 

President, 

Chairman 

Leverett 

Joe 

Altus 

OK 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Oklahoma  Highway 
Patrol  in  Altus 

Mr. 

Lreeman 

Johnny 

Altus 

OK 

I 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Potter  County  Clerk's 
Office 

Smith 

Julie 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Southwest  Technical 
College 

McCormack 

Douglas 

Altus 

OK 

I 

I 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

State  Senate,  Texas 
District  10 

Senator 

Davis 

Wendy 

Lort  Worth 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

State  Senate,  Texas 
District  28 

Senator 

Duncan 

Robert  L 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

State  Senate,  Texas 
District  3 1 

Senator 

Seliger 

Kel 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

State  Senate,  Texas 
District  9 

Senator 

Hancock 

Kelly 

Austin 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

State,  House  of 
Representatives 

Representative 

Lrullo 

John  M. 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or 
Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Aims  AFB, 

OK 

State,  House  of 
Representatives 

Representative 

Perry 

Charles 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Aims  AFB, 

OK 

State,  House  of 
Representatives 

Representative 

Price 

Four 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

State,  House  of 
Representatives 

Representative 

Strickland 

Jonathan 

Austin 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Tarrant  County  Clerk's 
Office 

Garcia 

Mary 

Louise 

Lort  Worth 

TX 

1 

1 

Alms  AFB, 

OK 

Texas  Governor's 

Office 

Governor 

Perry 

Rick 

Austin 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Lucas 

Lrank  D. 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Aims  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Marchant 

Kenny 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Aims  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Marchant 

Kenny 

Irving 

TX 

1 

1 

Aims  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Neugebauer 

Randy 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Aims  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Thornberry 

Mac 

Amarillo 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  Senate,  Texas 

Senator 

Cornyn 

John 

Lubbock 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

U.S.  Senate,  Texas 

Senator 

Cruz 

Ted 

Houston 

TX 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Western  Oklahoma 

State  College 

Greer 

Kristy 

Altus 

OK 

1 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Jones 

Christopher 
&  Deanna 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Moore 

Tom 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Ms. 

Fortuna 

Bonnie 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Altus  AFB, 

OK 

Mr. 

Moore 

Tom 

Altus 

OK 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Airway  Heights 

Tripp 

Albert 

Airway 

Heights 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe 

Chairman 

Allen 

Chief 

Plummer 

ID 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe 

THPO 

Wagner 

Jill 

Plummer 

ID 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Colville  Reservation 

THPO 

Acting  THPO 

Moura 

Guy 

Nespelem 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Colville  Reservation 

Business 

Council 

Chairman 

Einley 

Michael 

Nespelem 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of 

Archaeology  &  Historic 
Preservation 

State  Historic 

Preservation 

Officer 

Brooks 

Allyson 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of  Ecology 
Washington  State 

Water  Quality 

Duncan 

Dave 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Dept,  of  Eish 
and  Wildlife  Washington 

Regional 

Director 

Andrews 

John 

Spokane 

Valley 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of 

Transportation  Washington 

Se 

Transportation 

Peterson 

Lynn 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Eairchild  AEB  Library 

Eairchild 

AEB 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Eairfield  Inn  and  Suites 

Swavely 

Paul 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

EAA,  Northwest  Mountain 

Regional 

Admin. 

Vernon 

Kathryn 

Renton 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

GSI 

Jawara 

Sandra 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Kalispell  Indian 

Community 

Chairman 

Nenema 

Glen 

Usk 

MN 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Neighborhood  Alliance 

Krupp 

Paul 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  International 

Airport 

Holmes 

David 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Public  Library 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 

Chairman 

Peone 

Rudy 

Wellpinit 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 

THPO 

Abrahamson 

Randy 

Wellpinit 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Forest  Service, 

Colville  National  Forest 

Supervisor 

West 

Laura  Jo 

Colville 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Region 
6,  Pacific  NW 

Director 

Linares 

Jose 

Portland 

OR 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

USEPA  Region  10 

Regional 

Administrator 

McLerran 

Dennis  E. 

Seattle 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Airway  Heights 

Tripp 

Albert 

Airway 

Heights 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe 

Chairman 

Allen 

Chief 

Plummer 

ID 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe 

THPO 

Wagner 

Jill 

Plummer 

ID 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Colville  Reservation 

THPO 

Acting  THPO 

Moura 

Guy 

Nespelem 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Colville  Reservation 

Business 

Council 

Chairman 

Einley 

Michael 

Nespelem 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Dept,  of  Archaeology  & 
Historic  Preservation 

State  Historic 

Preservation 

Officer 

Brooks 

Allyson 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of  Ecology 
Washington  State 

Water  Quality 

Duncan 

Dave 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Dept,  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Washington 

Regional 

Director 

Andrews 

John 

Spokane 

Valley 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of 

Transportation  Idaho 

Executive 

Director 

Wilson 

Phil 

Austin 

TX 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Department  of 

Transportation  Washington 

Secretary  of 
Transportation 

Peterson 

Lynn 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Fairchild  AFB  Library 

Lairchild 

ALB 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Fairfield  Inn  and  Suites 

Swavely 

Paul 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

FAA,  Northwest  Mountain 

Regional 

Administrator 

Vernon 

Kathryn 

Renton 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

GSI 

Jawara 

Sandra 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Kalispell  Indian 

Community 

Chairman 

Nenema 

Glen 

Usk 

MN 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Neighborhood  Alliance 

Krupp 

Paul 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  International 

Airport 

Holmes 

David 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Public  Library 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 

Chairman 

Peone 

Rudy 

Wellpinit 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians 

THPO 

Abrahamson 

Randy 

Wellpinit 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Lorest  Service, 

Colville  National  Lorest 

Supervisor 

West 

Laura  Jo 

Colville 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Lorest  Service,  Region 
6,  Pacific  Northwest 

Director 

Linares 

Jose 

Portland 

OR 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

USLPA  Region  10 

Regional 

Administrator 

McLerran 

Dennis  E. 

Seattle 

WA 

1 

Final 
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KC  46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  FINAL  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

USFWS  Pacific  Region 

Regional 

Director 

Thorson 

Robyn 

Portland 

OR 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

USFWS  Upper  Columbia 
Office 

NEPA  Program 
Coordinator 

Spokane 

Valley 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Air  National 
Guard 

Eairchild 

APB 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Pilots 
Association 

Legislative 

Director 

Townsley 

John 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Brantner 

Christy 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Blair  Elementary  School 

Eairchild 

APB 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Airway  Heights 
Planning  Department 

City  Planner 

Braaten 

Derrick 

Airway 

Heights 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Airway  Heights 
Planning  Department 

A.  Heights 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Coeur  d'Alene 
Planning  Commission 

Planning 

Director 

Yadon 

Dave 

Coeur 

d'Alene 

ID 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Spokane 

Condon 

David 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Spokane 

Weinand 

Kathleen 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Spokane  Mayor's 
Office 

Mayor 

Condon 

David 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

City  of  Spokane  Planning 
and  Development 

Planning 

Director 

Chesney 

Scott 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Eorward  Eairchild 

Bever 

Greg 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Sawdy 

Richard 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Dept,  of  Pish 
and  Wildlife 

Regional 

Director 

Gamon 

John 

1 

Final 
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KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  FINAL  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Garco  Construction 

Barnett 

Hollis 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Gonzaga  University 

Pritchard,  Jr. 

Russell 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Crouse 

Larry 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Holy 

Jeff 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Ormsby 

Timm 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Parker 

Kevin 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Riccelli 

Marcus 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

House  of  Representatives 

Representative 

Shea 

Matt 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Idaho  Governor's  Office 

Governor 

Otter 

C.L. 

"Butch" 

Boise 

ID 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

International  Triad  Alliance 

McCoy 

Matt 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Lydig  Construction 

Reese 

Tom 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Medical  Lake  School 

District 

Munther 

Terry 

Medical 

Lake 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Park  College  92  MSS/DPE 

Lairchild 

ALB 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Association  of 
Realtors 

Higgins 

Rob 

Spokane 

WA 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Community 

College 

Brown 

Terrance 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  County 

County  Clerk 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  County 
Commissioner 

Erench 

Albert 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  County  Planning 
Department 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Regional  Clean 

Air  Agency 

Air  Quality 
Engineer 

Southwell 

Joe 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Spokane  Transit  Authority 

Meyer 

E.  Susan 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

STRATA 

Murphey 

James 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congresswoman 

McMorris 

Rodgers 

Cathy 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Labrador 

Raul  R. 

Coeur 

d'Alene 

ID 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Senate,  Idaho 

Senator 

Crapo 

Mike 

Coeur 

d'Alene 

ID 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Senate,  Idaho 

Senator 

Risch 

James  E. 

Coeur 

d'Alene 

ID 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington 

Senator 

Cantwell 

Maria 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington 

Senator 

Murray 

Patty 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  Governor's 
Office 

Governor 

Inslee 

Jay 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  State  Senate, 
District  3 

Senator 

Billig 

Andy 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  State  Senate, 
District  4 

Senator 

Padden 

Mike 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Washington  State  Senate, 
District  6 

Senator 

Baumgartner 

Michael 

Olympia 

WA 

1 

1 

Fairchild  AFB, 
WA 

Mr. 

Spino 

Pat 

Spokane 

WA 

1 

Final 
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KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  FINAL  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Base  Realignment  Impact 
Center 

Blair 

Diane 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Bois  Forte  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians 

Chairman 

Leecy 

Kevin 

Nett  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Bois  Forte  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians 

THPO 

Berens 

Rosemary 

Nett  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USBIA,  Great  Plains 
Regional  Office 

Deputy 

Regional 

Director 

Aberdeen 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Bureau  of 

Reclamation 

Area  Manager 

Breitzman 

Dennis  E. 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Bureau  of 

Reclamation 

Regional 

Director 

Ryan 

Michael  J. 

Billings 

MT 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Cheyenne  River  Sioux 
Tribe 

Chairman 

Keckler 

Kevin 

Eagle  Butte 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Cheyenne  River  Sioux 
Tribe 

THPO 

Vance 

Steve 

Eagle  Butte 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

City  of  Grand  Forks 

Storstad 

Maureen 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota 

Commission  on  Indian 
Affairs 

Executive 

Director 

Painte 

Deborah 

A. 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Crow  Creek  Sioux  Tribe 

Chairman 

Sazue,  Sr. 

Brandon 

Eort 

Thompson 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Crow  Creek  Sioux  Tribe 

THPO 

Wells 

Wanda 

Eort 

Thompson 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

FAA,  Minn.  Air  Route 
Traffic  Control  Center 

Nelson 

Kelly 

Minneapolis 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

FAA,  Air  Traffic 
Organization 

Page,  Jr. 

John  H. 

Washington 

DC 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

FAA,  Great  Lakes  Region 

Regional 

Administrator 

Cooper 

Barry 

Des  Plaines 

IL 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

FAA,  Great  Lakes  Region 

Obenauer 

Steve 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

LAA,  Southwest  Region 

MeGrath 

Roger 

Port  Worth 

TX 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Llandreau  Santee  Sioux 

President 

Reider 

Anthony 

Plandeau 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Llandreau  Santee  Sioux 

THPO 

Weston 

James  B. 
"JB" 

Plandeau 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Lond  du  Lane  Band  of 

Lake  Superior  Chippewa 

Chairwoman 

Diver 

Karen  R. 

Cloquet 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Lond  du  Lane  Band  of 

Lake  Superior  Chippewa 

THPO 

Defoe 

LeRoy 

Cloquet 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  ALB  Library 

Grand 

Porks  APB 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  ALB,  Base 
Ambassador 

Towers 

Ken 

Grand 

Porks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  Chamber  of 
Commeree 

Strom 

Kimberly 

Grand 

Porks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  Publie 

Library 

Grand 

Porks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  Regional 
Airport  Authority 

Laeility 

Manager 

Johnson 

Steve 

Grand 

Porks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  Sehool 

Distriet 

Lricson 

Vicki 

Grand 

Porks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Portage  Band  of 
Lake  Superior  Chippewa 

Chairman 

Deschampe 

Norman 

W. 

Grand 

Portage 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Portage  Band  of 
Lake  Superior  Chippewa 

THPO 

Gagnon 

Mary  Ann 

Grand 

Portage 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Job  Serviee  North  Dakota 

Pillion 

Roy 

Grand 

Porks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Leeeh  Lake  Band  of 

Ojibwe 

Chairwoman 

Jones 

Carri 

Cas  Lake 

MN 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 
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Last  Name 
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Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Leech  Lake  Band  of 

Ojibwe 

THPO 

Lemon 

Gina 

Cas  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Leighton  Broadcasting 

Sanden 

Duaine 

Mentor 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe 

Chairman 

Jandrequ 

Michael 

Lower 

Brule 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe 

THPO 

Green 

Clair 

Lower 

Brule 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Lower  Sioux  Indian 
Community 

Tribal 

President 

Prescott 

Denny 

Morton 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Lower  Sioux  Indian 
Community 

THPO 

Morse 

Anthony 

Morton 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

MAC  Committee 

Schorsch 

Pam 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Mandan,  Hidatsa  & 

Arikara  Nation 

Chairman 

Hall 

Tex  G. 

New  Town 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Mandan,  Hidatsa  & 

Arikara  Nation 

THPO 

Crowsbreast 

Elgin 

New  Town 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Mille  Lacs  Band  of 

Ojibwe 

Chief 

Executive 

Melanie 

Benjamin 

Onamia 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Mille  Lacs  Band  of 

Ojibwe 

THPO 

Weyaus 

Natalie 

Onamia 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

National  Air 

Transportation  Assoc. 

Alexandria 

VA 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service 

Acting  Chief 

Weller 

Jason 

Washington 

DC 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service 

State 

Conservationist 

Llores 

JR 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

NDDOT  District  3  - 
Devils  Lake 

District 

Engineer 

Swenson 

W. 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

NDDOT  District  6  - 
Grand  Lorks 

District 

Engineer 

Noehre 

L. 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Nokak  Electric 

Cooperative 

Breidenbach 

Steve 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Aeronautics 
Commission 

Executive 

Director 

Ness 

Gary  R. 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Army 
National  Guard 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Army 
National  Guard 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Aviation 
Association 

Chairman 

Simmers 

Robert 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Department 
of  Agriculture 

Commissioner 

Goehring 

Doug 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Department 
of  Commerce 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Department 
of  Health 

Dwelle 

Terry 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Department 
of  Transportation 

Director 

Levi 

Grant 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Division  of 
Community  Services 

Director 

Govig 

Paul 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Energy 
Department 

Energy  and 
Information 
Security 

Program 

Manager 

Rotenberger 

Jeff 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Eorest 

Service 

State  Eorester 

Kotchman 

Larry 

Bottineu 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Game  and 
Eish 

Pilot 

Eaught 

Jeff 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Game  and 
Eish  Department 

Director 

Steinwand 

Terry 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Parks  and 
Recreation  Department 

Director 

Zimmerman 

Mark 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Pilots 
Association 

President 

Hanson 

Paul 

Emerado 

ND 

1 

Final 
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KC  46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
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Company 
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Last  Name 
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Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Small 
Business  Development 
Center 

Randall 

Chuck 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  State  Water 
Commission 

Research 

Analyst 

Knudtson 

Larry 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Oglala  Sioux  Tribe 

President 

Brewer 

Bryan 

Pine  Ridge 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Oglala  Sioux  Tribe 

THPO 

Mesteth 

Wilmer 

Pine  Ridge 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Prairie  Island  Indian 
Community 

Tribal 

Chairperson 

Kohnen 

Audrey 

Welch 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Red  Lake  Band  of 
Chippewa 

Chairman 

Jourdain 

Lloyd 

Red  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  of 
Indians 

President 

Scott 

Cyril 

Rosebud 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  of 
Indians 

THPO 

Lagle  Bear 

Russell 

Rosebud 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Shakopee  Mdewakanton 
Sioux  Community 

Chairman 

Vig 

Charlie 

Prior  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Shakopee  Mdewakanton 
Sioux  Community 

THPO 

Wabasha 

Leonard 

Prior  Lake 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Sisseton-Wahpeton  Oyate 

Chairman 

Shepherd 

Robert 

Agency 

Village 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Sisseton-Wahpeton  Oyate 

THPO 

Desrosiers 

Dianne 

Sisseton 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Spirit  Lake  Tribe 

Chairperson 

Yankton 

Roger 

Lort  Totten 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Standing  Rock  Sioux 

Tribe 

Chairman 

Murphy 

Charles 

Lort  Yates 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Standing  Rock  Sioux 

Tribe 

THPO 

Young 

Waste' Win 

Lort  Yates 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

State  Flistorical  Society  of 
North  Dakota 

State  Historic 

Preservation 

Officer 

Paaverud,  Jr. 

Merlan 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa 

Chairman 

St.  Clair 

Merle 

Belcourt 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa 

THPO 

Eerris 

Kade 

Belcourt 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation 

Kilma 

Don 

Washington 

DC 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

Supervisory 

Hydrologist 

Lambrecht 

Jason  M. 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 
National  Center 

Acting  Director 

Kimball 

Suzette 

Reston 

VA 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

UND  Aerospace 

Trapnell 

Ben 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Unmanned  Applications 
Institute  International 

McDonald 

Doug 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Upper  Sioux  Indian 
Community 

Chairman 

Jens void 

Kevin 

Granite 

Ealls 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Upper  Sioux  Indian 
Community 

THPO 

LaBatte 

Marlow 

Granite 

Ealls 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USEPA  Region  10 

Acting 

Regional 

Administrator 

Rushin 

Carol 

Denver 

CO 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USEPA  Region  8 

Allen 

Dana 

Denver 

CO 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USEPA  Region  9 

Hanley 

James 

Denver 

CO 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USEWS 

Ramirez 

Michael 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USEWS 

Pilot 

Bayless 

Shawn 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USEWS  Devils  Lake 

Deputy  Project 
Leader 

Alfonso 

Jim 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USEWS  Mountain-Prairie 
Region 

Regional 

Director 

Walsh 

Noreen 

Lakewood 

CO 

1 

Final 
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Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

USFWS  North  Dakota 

Field  Office 

Mr. 

Towner 

Jeff 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Veterans  Service  Office 

Lombardi 

Lou 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

I 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

White  Earth  Band  of 
Minnesota  Chippewa 

Chairwoman 

Vizenor 

Erma 

White  Earth 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

White  Earth  Band  of 
Minnesota  Chippewa 

THPO 

Lampi 

Renee 

White  Earth 

MN 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Yankton  Sioux  Tribe 

Chairman 

Cournoyer 

Thurman 

Wagner 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Yankton  Sioux  Tribe 

THPO 

THPO 

Gravatt 

Lana  M. 

Wagner 

SD 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Richards 

Randy 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

I 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Richards 

T. 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

I 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Ash 

Duaine 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

I 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Brusseau 

Paul 

Walhalla 

ND 

I 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Kragnes 

David 

Eelton 

MN 

I 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Spivey 

Anna 

Langdon 

ND 

I 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Alpine  Aviation,  Inc 

Provo 

UT 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Cavalier  County 
Commission 

Commissioners 

Langdon 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

City  of  East  Grand  Eorks 
Mayor's  Office 

Mayor 

Stauss 

Lynn 

East  Grand 
Eorks 

MN 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

City  of  Grand  Eorks 

Kreun 

Curt 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

City  of  Grand  Eorks 

Mayor 

Brown 

Michael 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Final 
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FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

City  of  Grand  Forks 
Planning  Department 

City  Planner 

Gengler 

Brad 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Civil  Air  Patrol  (CAP) 

Schuler 

Ken 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

County  of  Grand  Forks 
Planning  &  Zoning 

County  Planner 

Magnunson 

Lane 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Devils  Lake  Wetland 
Management  District 

District 

Wildlife 

Biologist 

Lisher 

Mark  R. 

Devils  Lake 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Federal  Aviation 
Administration  Great 

Lakes  Region 

Cink 

David 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

GL-LGL  Chamber  of 
Military  Appreciation 
Committee 

Chairperson 

Holwerda 

Danny 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

GLK  Llight  Support 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  American 
Legion  #  6 

Green 

Robert 

Arvilla 

ND 

I 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  Board  of 
Realtors 

Colter 

John 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  Chamber  of 
Commerce 

President  & 

CLO 

Wilfahrt 

Barry 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  City  Council 

Council 

Member 

Gershman 

Hal 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  City  Council 

Council 

Member 

Glassheim 

Lliot 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks 

Commissioners 

Commissioner 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  County 

Clerk/Treasurer 

Drees 

Vivian 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Lorks  County 

Board  of  Commissioners 

Commission 

Chair 

Triplett 

Constance 

Grand 

Lorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Final 
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KC-46A  FTU  AND  MOB  1  BEDDOWN  FINAL  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 


Base 

Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 

First 

Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  County 
Commissioners 

Commission 

Chairman 

Malm 

Gary 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  Region 

President 

Thiessen 

Klause 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Grand  Forks  Regional 
Airport  Authority 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Greenberg  Realty 

Greenberg 

Skip 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

National  Association  of 
State  Aviation  Officials 

Silver 

Spring 

MD 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

National  Association  of 
State  Aviation  Officials 

Director 

Taborsky 

Larry 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

National  Business 

Aviation  Association 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

ND  Department  of 
Emergency  Services 

Adjutant 

General 

Sprynczynatyk 

David 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

ND  House  of 
Representatives  District 

17 

Representative 

Owens 

Mark  S. 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

ND  House  of 
Representatives  District 

17 

Representative 

Sanford 

Mark 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

ND  House  of 
Representatives  District 

18 

Representative 

Glasheim 

Eliot 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

ND  House  of 
Representatives  District 

18 

Representative 

Strinden 

Marie 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Aerial 
Agricultural  Association 

Executive 

Director 

Schreiber- 

Beck 

Cindy 

Wahpeton 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Aviation 
Council 

Chairman 

Pittman 

Darrel 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Aviation 
Mechanics  Association 

President 

Brekken 

Rod 

Casselton 

ND 

1 

1 
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FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Governor's 
Office 

Governor 

Dalrymple 

Jack 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  Sports 
Aviation  Association 

Chairman 

Teets 

Trent 

West  Eargo 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  State 

Senate  District  17 

Senator 

Holmberg 

Ray 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

North  Dakota  State 

Senate  District  18 

Senator 

Triplett 

Constance 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Polk  County  Board  of 
County  Commissioners 

Commissioners 

Crookston 

MN 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Small  Business 
Administration 

Giltner 

Eric 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers 

North  Dakota 
Regulatory 
Program 
Manager 

Cimarosti 

Dan 

Bismarck 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  North 
Dakota 

Congressman 

Cramer 

Kevin 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Senate  North  Dakota 

Senator 

Heitkamp 

Heidi 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

U.S.  Senate  North  Dakota 

Senator 

Hoeven 

John 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

University  of  North 

Dakota 

Concannon 

Bob 

GEAEB 

ND 

1 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

University  of  North 

Dakota 

Palmer 

A1 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Gebhardt 

Larry 

Thompson 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Morley 

Meg 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

Grand  Forks  AFB, 
ND 

Mr.  and  Mrs. 

Kochevar 

Ron  and 
Kathy 

Grand 

Eorks 

ND 

1 

Final 
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Name  of  Business, 
Organization,  or  Agency 

Name  of 
Business  or 
Company 

Title/Position 

Last  Name 
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Name 

City 

State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Central  Library 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

FAA,  Central  Region 

Regional 

Administrator 

Miniace 

Joe 

Kansas 

City 

MO 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Iowa  Tribe  of  Kansas  and 
Nebraska 

Chairman 

Rhodd 

Timothy 

White 

Cloud 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Iowa  Tribe  of  Kansas  and 
Nebraska 

THPO 

Lee 

E.  Martin 

White 

Cloud 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Kansas  Department  of 

Health  and  Environment 

Director, 

Division  of 
Environment 

Mitchell 

John 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Kansas  Department  of 
Transportation 

Secretary  of 
Transportation 

King 

Mike 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

McConnell  AEB  Library 

McConnell 

AEB 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

National  Institute  for 
Aviation  Research 

Schwasinger 

Richard 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Roberts  &  Roberts 

Properties 

Roberts 

John 

Goddard 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sac  &  Eox  Nation  of 
Missouri  in  Kansas  and 
Nebraska 

Chairperson 

Barton 

Twen 

Reserve 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sac  &  Eox  Nation  of 
Missouri  in  Kansas  and 
Nebraska 

THPO 

Council 

Secretary 

Green 

Edmore 

Reserve 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Historic  Preservation 
Office 

Executive 

Director 

Chinn 

Jennie 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Representative, 

District  #8 1 

Howell 

Jim 

Derby 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Topeka  &  Shawnee  County 
Public  Library 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  Eorest  Service,  Rocky 
Mountain  Region 

Golden 

CO 

1 

Final 
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Company 
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State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

USEPA  Region  VII 

Environmental 

Review 

Coordinator 

Cothern 

Joe 

Kansas 

City 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

USEWS  Kansas  Dept,  of 
Wildlife,  Parks  &  Tourism 

Pratt 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

USEWS,  Office  of  the 
Director 

Regional 

Director 

Walsh 

Noreen 

Lakewood 

CO 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wichita  Independent 

Business  Association 

Joachims 

Suellen 

Andover 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Alford 

Robert 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Heiman 

Tom 

Bel  Air 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Hitchcock 

David 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

LaEarelle 

Hunt 

Margarita 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Pottorff 

Joann 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Shifflett 

Dana 

Newton 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wolf 

Ronad  L 

Haysville 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Beechcraft 

Houk 

Jeffery 

Derby 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Best  Value  Services 

Tafesse 

Solomon 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Botanica 

Executive 

Director 

Miller 

Marty 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Derby 

City  Engineer 

Squires 

Dan 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Derby  Economic 
Development 

Director 

Moeding 

Allison 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

Final 
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FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Derby  Mayor's 

Office 

Mayor 

Avello 

Dion 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Derby  Planning 
Department 

City  Planner 

Bird 

Cody 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Topeka  Mayor's 
Office 

Mayor 

Bunten 

William 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Topeka  Planning 
Department 

Director 

Eiander 

Bill 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Wichita  Mayor's 
Office 

Mayor 

Brewer 

Carl 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

City  of  Wichita  Office  of 
Environmental  Health 

Interim 

Environmental 
Health  Manager 

Maloney 

Shawn 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Derby  City  Council 

Downing 

Darrell 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Derby  City  Council 

Warren 

Chuck 

Derby 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Eriends  University 

Honts 

Arlen 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  103 

Representative 

Victors 

Ponka-We 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  47 

Representative 

Gonzalez 

Ramon 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  53 

Representative 

Tietze 

Annie 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  56 

Representative 

Weigel 

Virgil 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  57 

Representative 

Alcala 

John 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  58 

Representative 

Lane 

Harold 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  84 

Representative 

Einney 

Gail 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

Final 
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Company 
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State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  86 

Representative 

Ward 

Jim 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  92 

Representative 

Dillmore 

Nile 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

House  Representatives 
Kansas  District  95 

Representative 

Sawyer 

Tom 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Kansas  Economic  Progress 
Council 

Koch 

Bernie 

Topeka 

KS 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Kansas  Governor's  Office 

Governor 

Brownback 

Sam 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Metropolitan  Topeka 

Airport  Authority 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sedgewick  County 

County  Clerk 

Arnold 

Kelly 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sedgwick  County 
Community  Development 

Zukovich 

Kristi 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sedgwick  County 

Manager's  Office 

Buchanan 

Bill 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Shawnee  County 

County  Clerk 

Beck 

Cyndi 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Shawnee  County  Planning 
Department 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Spirit 

Holup 

Joan 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  16 

Senator 

Masterson 

Ty 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  18 

Senator 

Kelly 

Laura 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  20 

Senator 

Schmidt 

Vicki 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  25 

Senator 

O'Donnell 

Michael 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

Final 
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FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  26 

Senator 

Kerschen 

Dan 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  27 

Senator 

Donovan 

Les 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  28 

Senator 

Peterson 

Mike 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  29 

Senator 

Faust- 

Goudeau 

Oletha 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  30 

Senator 

Wagle 

Susan 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

State  Senate  -  Kansas 

District  3 1 

Senator 

McGinn 

Carolyn 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Pompeo 

Mike 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congressman 

Pompeo 

Mike 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congresswoman 

Jenkins 

Lynn 

Washington 

DC 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Congresswoman 

Jenkins 

Lynn 

Topeka 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  Senate  Kansas 

Senator 

Moran 

Jerry 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

U.S.  Senate  Kansas 

Senator 

Roberts 

Pat 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wichita  Airport  Authority 

Director  of 
Airports 

White 

Victor  D. 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wichita  Art  Museum 

Chief  Financial 
Officer 

Harper 

Jan 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wichita  Sedgwick  County 

Director  of 
Planning 

Schlegel 

John 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Wichita-Sedgwick  County 
Planning  Department 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Dahl 

Dave 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

Final 
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State 

FINAL  EIS 

CD 

Printed 

Exec 

Sum 

Printed 

Hard 

Copy 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Eoster 

Judy 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Eoster 

Tom 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Mackey 

Alan 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Kansas  Department  of 
Wildlife,  Parks,  and 

Tourism 

Ecological 
Services  Section 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Alexander 

Diana 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Chapell 

Prank 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Cole 

Gregory 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Eish 

Dave 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Eox 

Vaughn 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Hoch 

Keith 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Ingle 

Elena 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Measels 

Tim 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Parsons 

Nick 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Sargent 

Bruce  & 
Charlotte 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Weiniger 

Patty 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

McConnell  AFB, 
KS 

Yoder 

Donald  & 
Janet 

Wichita 

KS 

1 

Final 
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APPENDIX  B  DEFINITION  OF  RESOURCE  AND  METHODOLOGY  FOR  ANALYSIS 

This  appendix  directly  corresponds  to  the  environmental  resource  areas  described  in  Volume  I, 
Chapter  3,  as  the  baseline  conditions,  and  the  analysis  of  consequences,  as  described  in  Volume  I, 
Chapter  4,  for  each  of  the  four  bases  under  consideration.  The  environmental  resource  areas  are 
ordered  according  to  the  order  in  Volume  I,  Chapters  3  and  4.  For  each  environmental  resource 
area,  this  appendix  provides  a  definition  of  the  resource,  the  regulatory  setting,  if  applicable,  and  a 
description  of  the  methodology  used  to  evaluate  the  environmental  resource  area. 

Because  the  same  resource  areas  were  analyzed  for  each  of  the  four  bases,  the  definition, 
regulatory  setting,  and  methodology  are  the  same  for  all  four  bases.  The  analysis  methodology 
addresses  both  the  context  of  the  environmental  resource  and  the  intensity  of  potential 
consequences  to  the  resource  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  missions. 

B.l  NOISE 

B.l.l  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

Sound  is  tiny  vibrations  in  a  medium  such  as  air  or  water  that  are  detected  by  the  ear.  Noise  is 
specifically  unwanted  sound  or,  alternatively,  a  lack  of  ‘peace  and  quiet.  ’  There  is  a  wide  variety 
of  types  of  noises.  Reactions  to  noises  depend  not  only  on  the  qualities  of  the  noise 
(e.g.,  intensity,  pitch,  duration,  or  time  of  day)  but  also  on  the  characteristics  of  the  listener 
(e.g.,  sensitivity  of  the  individual  and  attitude  toward  the  noise  source)  and  the  activity  in  which 
the  listener  is  engaged  at  the  time  the  noise  occurs. 

B,l,2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

Since  legal  limits  on  allowable  noise  levels  could,  in  some  cases,  reduce  the  combat 
effectiveness  of  military  equipment,  military  equipment  has  been  exempted  from  regulations  that 
impose  noise  limitations.  However,  several  policies  and  regulations  are  in  place  to  limit  the 
effects  of  military  noise. 

The  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  recognizes  that  noise-sensitive  land  uses  are  not  compatible  with 
elevated  aircraft  noise  levels  and  has  implemented  the  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use 
Zone  (AICUZ)  program,  as  described  in  Air  Force  Instruction  (AFI)  32-7063  and  Department  of 
Defense  Instruction  (DoDI)  4165.57,  to  minimize  incompatible  land  use.  In  1992,  the  Federal 
Interagency  Committee  on  Noise  (FICON)  established  a  set  of  guidelines  detailing  which  land 
uses  are  compatible  at  which  noise  levels;  these  guidelines  have  been  adopted  as  part  of  the 
AICUZ  program. 

In  June  1980,  an  ad  hoc  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Urban  Noise  (FICUN)  published 
guidelines  (FICUN  1980)  relating  day-night  average  sound  level  (DNL)  to  compatible  land  uses. 
The  FICUN  guidelines  consider  areas  with  noise  levels  of  75  decibels  (dB)  DNL  or  greater  as 
unacceptable  living  environments.  Areas  between  65-74  dB  DNL  are  considered  “generally 
unacceptable”  for  noise-sensitive  land  uses  such  as  residences,  schools,  hospitals,  and  public 
services.  Houses  located  in  areas  between  65-74  dB  DNL  may  not  qualify  for  Federal  mortgage 
insurance  without  additional  costs  associated  with  installing  noise  attenuation.  In  the  outdoor 
noise  environment,  levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNL  may  be  annoying  to  some  people  during 
communications.  Generally,  residential  development  is  not  recommended  in  areas  experiencing 
noise  levels  of  65  A-weighted  decibels  (dBA)  or  greater.  Although  discouraged,  residential 
development  is  compatible  within  the  65-69  dBA  and  70-74  dBA  contours,  provided  noise 
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reduction  levels  of  25  dB  and  30  dB,  respectively,  are  achieved.  Commercial/retail  businesses 
are  compatible  without  restrictions  up  to  69  dBA,  and  up  to  79  dBA,  provided  that  noise 
reduction  levels  of  25  dB  and  30  dB,  respectively,  are  achieved  for  public  areas. 
Industrial/manufacturing,  transportation,  and  utility  companies  have  a  high  noise  level 
compatibility,  and,  therefore,  can  be  located  within  the  higher  noise  zones.  Additional  discussion 
of  the  relationship  between  land  use  and  noise  can  be  found  in  Volume  I,  Chapter  3, 
Sections  3.1.7,  3.2.7,  3.3.7,  and  3.4.7,  which  are  the  land  use  sections  for  each  of  the  four  bases. 

On-base  noise  exposure  to  workers  may  exceed  80  dB  DNL.  Workers  in  known  high  noise 
exposure  locations  may  be  required  to  wear  hearing  protection  devices  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  earplugs  and  earmuffs.  The  hearing  conservation  programs  at  each  base  are  conducted  in 
accordance  with  Air  Force  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Standard  48-20,  “Occupational  Noise 
and  Hearing  Conservation  Program,”  DoDI  6055.12,  “DoD  Hearing  Conservation  Program,”  and 
Title  29  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  Section  1910.95,  “Occupational  Noise 
Exposure.”  The  Bioenvironmental  Engineering  Office  administers  the  Hearing  Conservation 
Program  at  each  of  the  candidate  bases.  Representatives  from  the  Bioenvironmental  Engineering 
Office  visit  facilities  in  which  workers  could  potentially  be  exposed  to  noise  levels  exceeding 
noise  exposure  thresholds.  A  health  risk  assessment  is  conducted  involving  dosimeter  testing  of  a 
representative  sample  of  employees.  An  audiometric  monitoring  program  is  initiated  if  noise 
exposure  exceeds  established  thresholds. 

Per  U.S.  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  policy,  the  80  dB  DNE  noise  contour  is  used  to  identify 
populations  most  at  risk  of  potential  hearing  loss  (USD  2009).  If  no  residence  or  populated  area 
is  within  the  80  dB  DNE  contour,  then  no  further  risk  assessment  is  warranted.  No  residences  or 
populated  areas  are  within  the  80  dB  DNE  noise  contours  for  any  of  the  four  candidate  locations. 
Therefore,  Potential  Hearing  Eoss  risk  assessment  was  not  warranted. 

B.1,3  METHODOLOGY 

B.1.3.1  Base  Vicinity 

Noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Eormal  Training  Unit  (ETU)  and  Eirst  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  1)  bases  were  modeled  using  NOISEMAP  Version  7.2.  In  accordance  with  current  USAE 
policy,  NOISEMAP  runs  were  conducted  using  the  topographic  effects  module.  This  module 
accounts  for  the  effects  of  local  terrain  and  ground  surface  type  on  the  propagation  of  sound. 

The  areas  exposed  to  elevated  noise  levels  are  shown  using  DNE  noise  contours  at  5  dB 
increments  from  65  dB  to  85  dB.  Elevated  DNE  implies  that  overflight  noise  is  particularly 
frequent  and  intense.  In  general,  noise  levels  are  highest  on  and  near  the  airfield  itself  and  decrease 
with  distance  from  the  airfield.  However,  in  a  few  instances,  the  overlapping  of  two  or  more  flight 
paths  generates  a  geographically  separated  area  in  which  noise  exceeds  65  DNE.  These  instances 
appear  as  small  noise  contour  polygons  separated  from  the  larger  noise  contour  set. 

The  number  of  off-base  persons  exposed  to  noise  level  increments  was  estimated  using  2010 
U.S.  Census  data.  Noise  contours  were  overlaid  on  census  blocks  to  determine  the  fraction  of 
each  census  block  that  lies  within  each  noise  level  increment.  Census  block  population  was 
apportioned  to  inside  or  outside  of  the  noise  level  increment  based  on  the  fraction  of  the  census 
block  affected.  This  method  assumes  even  distribution  of  population  with  the  census  block.  The 
U.S.  Census  counts  permanent  residents;  non-permanent  residents  are  not  counted  using  this 
method. 
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B.1.3.2  Auxiliary  Airfields 

Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario  would  make  use  of  auxiliary  airfields  to 
provide  aircrews  with  varied  training  experiences.  The  auxiliary  airfields  proposed  for  regular 
use  by  the  KC-46A  FTU  are  heavily  used  under  baseline  conditions.  At  each  auxiliary  airfield 
proposed  for  use,  the  current  level  of  operations  was  compared  against  proposed  additional 
operations  to  determine  potential  DNL  increase. 

KC-46A  operations  at  auxiliary  airfields  would  be  expected  to  use  the  same  procedures  being  used 
by  other  aircraft  at  the  airfields  currently.  The  KC-46A  would  be  expected  to  overfly  the  same 
ground  areas,  use  the  same  pattern  altitudes,  and  conform  to  the  same  runway  usage  patterns  as 
current  operations.  To  ensure  that  the  noise  level  increase  threshold  of  0.5  dB  DNL  would  not  be 
exceeded  as  a  result  of  temporary  or  longer-term  increases  in  KC-46A  operations  tempo,  a  mission 
evolution  factor  was  applied.  The  mission  evolution  factor  chosen  was  150  percent  of  proposed 
averaged  KC-46A  operations.  In  calculation  of  the  DNL  metric,  noise  events  occurring  between 
10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  are  assessed  a  10  dB  penalty.  As  a  result,  an  aircraft  operation  occurring 
between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  has  the  same  effect  on  cumulative  DNL  as  10  of  the  same 
operations  occurring  during  other  time  periods.  The  KC-46A  would  not  be  expected  to  conduct 
operations  at  auxiliary  airfields  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M. 

Each  aircraft  type  operating  at  the  auxiliary  airfields  was  categorized  as  being  either  “as  loud  or 
louder  than  a  KC-46A”  or  “less  loud  than  a  KC-46A”  based  on  comparison  of  noise  level  at  a 
1,000-foot  distance  and  a  standard  aircraft  configuration  type.  In  calculation  of  potential  DNL 
change,  all  aircraft  classified  as  “loud  or  louder”  than  a  KC-46A  were  treated  as  if  they  were 
exactly  as  loud  as  a  KC-46A  and  aircraft  “less  loud  than  a  KC-46A”  were  disregarded.  This 
approach  generates  conservative  results.  The  potential  DNL  increase  was  calculated  using  the 
formula  below,  and  results  are  shown  in  Table  B-l. 

DNLincrease  —  10  LOG  (Nday  KC46  +  [10*Nnight  KC46])  "  10  LOG  (Nday  existing  "I"  [10*Nnight  existing]) 


Table  B-l,  Calculation  of  Potential  DNL  Increase 


Base 

Proposed  KC-46A‘‘ 

Existing 

Conclusion 

Annual 

Airfield 

Operations 

Annual 
Operations 
After  Mission 
Evolution 
Factor 

Existing 

Annual 

Operations 

Percent 
Existing 
Operations 
as  Loud  or 
Louder 
than  KC-46 

Percent 
2200-0700 
(Aircraft 
Types  as 
Loud  or 
Louder) 

DNL 

Change 

Not 

Expected  to 
Be 

Exceeded 

Requires 

Further 

Analysis 

(Yes/No 

[Y/N]) 

Altus  AFB  FTU  Scenario  Auxiliary  Airfields 

AMA 

517 

776 

54,115 

31% 

3% 

0.15 

N 

CSM 

3,681 

5,522 

28,485 

92% 

3% 

0.66 

Y 

AFW 

2,170 

3,255 

100,756 

12% 

15% 

0.45 

N 

LBB 

148 

222 

67,919 

25% 

4% 

0.04 

N 

McConnell  AFB  FTU  Scenario  Auxiliary  Airfields 

CSM 

977 

1,466 

28,485 

92% 

3% 

0.18 

N 

FOE 

977 

1,466 

24,742 

73% 

11% 

0.18 

N 

ITC 

4,561 

6,842 

165,035 

34% 

11% 

0.26 

N 

“  No  KC-46A  operations  would  be  conducted  at  night  (10:00  P.M.  to  7:00  A.M.). 

Key:  AMA=  Rick  Husband  Amarillo  International  Airport;  AFW=  Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport;  CSM=  Clinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark;  FOE= 
Forbes  Field;  ICT=  Wichita  Mid-Continental  Airport;  LBB=Lubbock  Preston  Smith  International  Airport 
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As  shown  in  the  Table  B-1,  the  potential  DNL  increase  would  exceed  0.5  dB  only  at 
Clinton-Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  (CSM)  under  the  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  FTU  scenario. 
Increases  of  less  than  0.5  dB  would  not  be  expected  to  be  noticed  by  people  near  the  airfield,  and 
noise  impacts  would  be  minimal.  No  further  noise  analysis  was  conducted  at  these  locations. 

B.2  AIR  QUALITY 

B,2,l  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

Air  quality  in  a  given  location  is  defined  by  the  size  and  topography  of  the  air  basin,  the  local 
and  regional  meteorological  influences,  and  the  types  and  concentrations  of  pollutants  in  the 
atmosphere.  The  significance  of  a  pollutant  concentration  often  is  determined  by  comparing  its 
concentration  to  an  appropriate  national  or  state  ambient  air  quality  standard.  These  standards 
represent  the  allowable  atmospheric  concentrations  at  which  the  public  health  and  welfare  are 
protected  and  include  a  reasonable  margin  of  safety  to  protect  the  more  sensitive  individuals  in 
the  population.  The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  established  the  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  to  regulate  the  following  criteria  pollutants:  ozone 
(O3),  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio),  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to 
2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5),  and  lead.  The  NAAQS  generally  may  not  be  exceeded  more 
than  once  per  year,  except  for  annual  standards,  which  may  never  be  exceeded.  Units  of 
concentration  for  these  standards  generally  are  expressed  in  parts  per  million  (ppm)  or 
micrograms  per  cubic  meter  (pg/m^).  Table  B-2  presents  the  NAAQS. 


Table  B-2.  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

National  Standards 

Primary"’  * 

Secondary"’ " 

Ozone 

8 -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

Carbon  monoxide 

8 -hour 

9  ppm 
(10  mgW) 

- 

1-hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mgW) 

- 

Nitrogen  dioxide 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1-hour 

0.10  ppm 
(188  pgW) 

- 

Sulfur  dioxide 

3 -hour 

- 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

1-hour 

0.075  ppm 
(105  pgW) 

- 

PMio 

24-hour 

150  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

PM2.5 

Annual 

12  pgW 

15  pgW 

24-hour 

35  pg/m^ 

35  pg/m^ 

Lead 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

^  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated.  Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis. 

^  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  to  protect  the  public  health. 

Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare  from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a 


pollutant. 
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The  NAAQS  8-hour  O3  standard  is  attained  when  the  measured  average  of  the  annual 
fourth-highest  daily  maximum  8-hour  average  concentration  is  less  than  or  equal  to  0.075  ppm. 
For  CO  and  PMio,  the  NAAQS  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year.  The  NAAQS 
annual  NO2  standard  is  attained  when  the  annual  arithmetic  mean  concentration  in  a  calendar  year 
is  less  than  or  equal  to  0.053  ppm.  The  1-hour  NO2  standard  is  attained  when  the  3-year  average  of 
the  98th  percentile  of  the  daily  maximum  1-hour  average  concentration  does  not  exceed  0.10  ppm. 
For  SO2,  the  primary  NAAQS  is  attained  if  the  1-hour  concentration  is  less  than  or  equal  to 
0.075  pg/m^.  The  NAAQS  PM2.5  standards  are  attained  when  the  annual  arithmetic  mean 
concentration  is  less  than  or  equal  to  12  pg/m  and  when  the  98th  percentile  of  24-hour 
concentration  is  less  than  or  equal  to  65  pg/m^. 

O3  concentrations  are  the  highest  during  the  warmer  months  of  the  year  and  coincide  with  the 
period  of  maximum  insolation.  Maximum  03  concentrations  tend  to  be  homogeneously  spread 
throughout  a  region,  as  it  often  takes  several  hours  to  convert  precursor  emissions  to  O3  (mainly 
nitrogen  oxides  [NOx]  and  photochemically  reactive  volatile  organic  compounds  [VOCs])  in  the 
atmosphere.  Inert  pollutants,  such  as  CO,  tend  to  have  the  highest  concentrations  during  the 
colder  months  of  the  year,  when  light  winds  and  nighttime/early  morning  surface-based 
temperature  inversions  inhibit  atmospheric  dispersion.  Maximum  inert  pollutant  concentrations 
are  usually  found  near  an  emission  source. 

B.2.1.1  Greenhouse  Gases 

Greenhouse  gases  (GHGs)  are  gases  that  trap  heat  in  the  atmosphere.  These  emissions  are 
generated  by  both  natural  processes  and  human  activities.  The  accumulation  of  GHGs  in  the 
atmosphere  regulates  the  earth’s  temperature.  The  U.S.  Global  Change  Research  Program  report. 
Global  Climate  Change  Impacts  in  the  United  States,  states  the  following: 

•  Observations  show  that  warming  of  the  climate  is  unequivocal.  The  global  warming 
observed  over  the  past  50  years  is  due  primarily  to  human-induced  emissions  of 
heat-trapping  gases.  These  emissions  come  mainly  from  the  burning  of  fossil  fuels 
(coal,  oil,  and  gas),  with  important  contributions  from  the  clearing  of  forests,  agricultural 
practices,  and  other  activities. 

•  Warming  over  this  century  is  projected  to  be  considerably  greater  than  over  the  last 
century.  The  global  average  temperature  since  1900  has  risen  by  about  1.5  degrees 
Fahrenheit  (°F).  By  2100,  it  is  projected  to  rise  another  2  °F  to  11.5  °F.  The  U.S.  average 
temperature  has  risen  by  a  comparable  amount  and  is  very  likely  to  rise  more  than  the 
global  average  over  this  century,  with  some  variation  from  place  to  place.  Several  factors 
will  determine  future  temperature  increases.  Increases  at  the  lower  end  of  this  range  are 
more  likely  if  global  heat-trapping  gas  emissions  are  cut  substantially.  If  emissions 
continue  to  rise  at  or  near  current  rates,  temperature  increases  are  more  likely  to  be  near 
the  upper  end  of  the  range.  Volcanic  eruptions  or  other  natural  variations  could 
temporarily  counteract  some  of  the  human-induced  warming,  slowing  the  rise  in  global 
temperature,  but  these  effects  would  only  last  a  few  years. 

•  Reducing  emissions  of  carbon  dioxide  (CO2)  would  lessen  warming  over  this  century  and 
beyond.  Sizable  early  cuts  in  emissions  would  significantly  reduce  the  pace  and  the 
overall  amount  of  climate  change.  Earlier  cuts  in  emissions  would  have  a  greater  effect  in 
reducing  climate  change  than  comparable  reductions  made  later.  In  addition,  reducing 
emissions  of  some  shorter-lived  heat-trapping  gases,  such  as  methane  (CH4),  and  some 
types  of  particles,  such  as  soot,  would  begin  to  reduce  warming  within  weeks  to  decades. 
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•  Climate-related  changes  have  already  been  observed  globally  and  in  the  United  States. 
These  include  increases  in  air  and  water  temperatures,  reduced  frost  days,  increased 
frequency  and  intensity  of  heavy  downpours,  a  rise  in  sea  level,  and  reduced  snow  cover, 
glaciers,  permafrost,  and  sea  ice.  A  longer  ice-free  period  on  lakes  and  rivers,  lengthening 
of  the  growing  season,  and  increased  water  vapor  in  the  atmosphere  have  also  been 
observed.  Over  the  past  30  years,  temperatures  have  risen  faster  in  winter  than  in  any 
other  season,  with  average  winter  temperatures  in  the  Midwest  and  northern  Great  Plains 
increasing  more  than  7  °F.  Some  of  the  changes  have  been  faster  than  previous 
assessments  had  suggested. 

•  These  climate -related  changes  are  expected  to  continue  while  new  ones  develop.  Likely 
future  changes  for  the  United  States  and  surrounding  coastal  waters  include  more  intense 
hurricanes  with  related  increases  in  wind,  rain,  and  storm  surges  (but  not  necessarily  an 
increase  in  the  number  of  these  storms  that  make  landfall),  as  well  as  drier  conditions  in 
the  Southwest  and  Caribbean.  These  changes  will  affect  human  health,  water  supply, 
agriculture,  coastal  areas,  and  many  other  aspects  of  society  and  the  natural  environment. 
(USGCRP  2009). 

GHGs  include  water  vapor,  CO2,  CH4,  nitrous  oxide,  O3,  and  several  hydrocarbons  and 
chlorofluorocarbons.  Each  GHG  has  an  estimated  global  warming  potential  (GWP),  which  is  a 
function  of  its  atmospheric  lifetime  and  its  ability  to  absorb  and  radiate  infrared  energy  emitted 
from  the  earth’s  surface  relative  to  CO2.  The  GWP  of  CO2  is  1,  and  is,  therefore,  the  standard  by 
which  all  other  GHGs  are  measured.  GHGs  are  often  reported  as  carbon  dioxide  equivalent 
(C02e),  which  is  used  to  express  emissions  of  GHG  relative  to  emissions  of  CO2. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  project  scenarios  are  by  nature  global.  Given  the 
global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at  this  time  to 
attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific  climatological  change  or 
resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from  the  project  scenarios  have 
been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for 
information  and  comparison  purposes. 

B.2.1.2  Ozone  Depleting  Substances 

The  1987  Montreal  Protocol  on  Substances  that  Deplete  the  Ozone  Eayer  prohibited  production 
of  all  Class  I  ozone  depleting  substances  (ODSs)  in  signatory  countries  by  1996.  The  Clean  Air 
Act  (CAA)  amendments  of  1990  govern  the  consumption,  transportation,  use,  and  disposal  of 
ODSs.  Section  326  of  the  fiscal  year  1993  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  requires  Senior 
Acquisition  Official  approval  for  contracts  requiring  use  of  ODSs.  The  KC-46A  will  be  the  first 
Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC)  aircraft  to  be  completely  free  of  ODSs.  The  USAF-approved 
halon  alternative  is  HSC-125.  Handheld  extinguishers  used  in  the  KC-46A  also  will  be 
ODS-free,  whereas  commercial  aircraft  use  ODS  for  all  fire  suppression  systems. 

B,2,2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

The  CAA  and  its  subsequent  amendments  establish  air  quality  regulations  and  the  NAAQS  and 
delegate  the  enforcement  of  these  standards  to  the  states.  The  CAA  establishes  air  quality 
planning  processes  and  requires  areas  in  nonattainment  of  an  NAAQS  to  develop  a  State 
Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  that  details  how  the  state  will  attain  the  standard  within  mandated 
timeframes.  The  requirements  and  compliance  dates  for  attainment  are  based  on  the  severity  of 
the  nonattainment  classification  of  the  area.  The  following  summarizes  the  air  quality  rules  and 
regulations  that  apply  to  the  project  scenarios. 
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B.2.2.1  Federal  Regulations 

CAA  Section  176(c)  and  USEPA’s  General  Conformity  implementing  regulation  generally 
prohibit  federal  agencies  from  engaging  in,  supporting,  permitting,  or  approving  any  activity  that 
does  not  conform  to  the  most  recent  USEPA-approved  SIP  in  nonattainment  or  maintenance 
areas.  This  means  that  federal  projects  in  such  areas  or  other  activities  using  federal  funds  or 
requiring  federal  approval  (1)  will  not  cause  or  contribute  to  any  new  violation  of  an  NAAQS; 
(2)  will  not  increase  the  frequency  or  severity  of  any  existing  violation;  or  (3)  will  not  delay  the 
timely  attainment  of  any  standard,  interim  emission  reduction,  or  other  milestone.  CAA  Section 
176(c)  (42  U.S.  Code  [USC]  7506(c))  and  40  CER  Part  93,  Subpart  B,  implement  the  USEPA 
General  Conformity  Rule. 

The  General  Conformity  Rule  applies  to  Eederal  actions  affecting  areas  that  are  in  nonattainment 
of  an  NAAQS  and  to  designated  maintenance  areas  (attainment  areas  that  have  been  reclassified 
from  a  previous  nonattainment  status  and  are  required  to  prepare  an  air  quality  maintenance 
plan).  Conformity  requirements  only  apply  to  nonattainment  and  maintenance  pollutants  and 
their  precursor  emissions.  Conformity  determinations  are  required  when  the  annual  direct  and 
indirect  emissions  from  a  proposed  Eederal  action  equal  or  exceed  an  applicable  de  minimis 
threshold.  These  thresholds  vary  by  pollutant  and  the  severity  of  nonattainment  conditions  in  the 
region  affected  by  the  proposed  action.  The  General  Conformity  Rule  applies  to  proposed 
KC-46A  operations  within  the  following  project  regions:  (1)  for  actions  proposed  at  Altus  AEB, 
the  serious  O3  nonattainment  area  that  encompasses  the  Eort  Worth  Alliance  Airport  (AEW) 
auxiliary  airfield  and  (2)  for  actions  proposed  at  Eairchild  AEB,  the  Spokane  CO  and  PM  10 
maintenance  areas,  about  4  miles  east  of  the  eastern  portion  of  Eairchild  AEB.  Proposed  KC-46A 
operations  within  these  areas  would  conform  to  the  applicable  SIP  if  their  annual  emissions 
remain  below  (1)  50  tons  per  year  of  VOCs  or  NOx  for  the  AEW  auxiliary  airfield  and 
(2)  100  tons  per  year  of  CO  and  PMio  for  the  Spokane  area. 

Under  the  CAA,  state  and  local  agencies  may  establish  air  quality  standards  and  regulations  of 
their  own,  provided  these  are  at  least  as  stringent  as  the  Eederal  requirements.  These  state  and 
local  standards  and  regulations  are  described  in  the  affected  environment  sections  for  each  base 
in  Volume  I,  Chapter  3  (see  Sections  3.1.2,  3.2.2,  3.3.2,  and  3.4.2).  In  addition.  Table  B-3 
presents  state  ambient  air  quality  standards  promulgated  by  the  Washington  Department  of 
Ecology  and  North  Dakota  Department  of  Health. 

B.2.2.2  Greenhouse  Gases 

The  USEPA  has  promulgated  several  final  regulations  involving  GHGs  either  under  the  authority 
of  the  CAA,  or  as  directed  by  Congress,  but  none  of  them  apply  directly  to  the  project  scenarios. 
On  18  Eebruary  2010,  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  released  its  Draft  NEPA 
Guidance  on  Consideration  of  the  Effects  of  Climate  Change  and  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions 
(CEQ  2010),  which  suggests  that  proposed  actions  that  would  be  reasonably  anticipated  to  emit 
25,000  metric  tons  or  more  per  year  C02e  should  be  evaluated  by  quantitative  and  qualitative 
assessments.  This  is  not  a  threshold  of  significance,  but  rather  an  indicator  that  a  quantitative  and 
qualitative  assessment  should  be  included  in  the  NEPA  documentation.  The  purpose  of 
quantitative  analysis  of  COie  emissions  in  this  Pinal  EIS  is  for  its  potential  usefulness  in  making 
reasoned  choices  among  scenarios. 
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Table  B-3,  Washington  and  North  Dakota  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

State  Standards 

Washington 

North  Dakota 

Ozone 

8 -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pgW) 

1-hour 

0.12  ppm 
(235  pg/m^) 

Carbon  monoxide 

8 -hour 

9  ppm 
(10  mgW) 

9  ppm 
(10  mg/m^) 

1-hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mgW) 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

Nitrogen  dioxide 

Annual 

0.05  ppm 
(100  pg/m^) 

0.05  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

1-hour 

0.10  ppm 
(188  pgW) 

Sulfur  dioxide 

Annual 

0.02  ppm 

24-hour 

0.10  ppm 

3 -hour 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

1-hour 

0.40  ppm“ 

1-hour 

0.25  ppm'’ 

0.075  ppm 
(196  pgW) 

PMio 

Annual 

50  pgW 

24-hour 

150  pgW 

150  pgW 

PM2.5 

Annual 

15  pgW 

24-hour 

35  pg/m^ 

Total  Suspended 

Annual 

60  pgW 

Particulates 

24-hour 

150  pgW 

AnnuaT 

0.02  ppm 

28  pgW 

24-hour 

0.1  ppm 

140  pgW 

1 -hour‘s 

0.2  ppm 

280  pgW 

Instantaneous 

10  ppm 
(14  mgW) 

^  Not  to  be  above  this  level  more  than  once  in  a  calendar  year. 

^  Not  to  be  above  this  level  more  than  twice  in  a  consecutive  7-day  period. 

Maximum  arithmetic  mean  concentration  averaged  over  3  consecutive  months. 

^  Not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  month. 

B.2.3  METHODOLOGY 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  oeeur  from  proposed 
KC-46A  eonstruetion  and  operational  aetivities  at  eaeh  proposed  base  loeation.  Depending  on  the 
projeet  seenario,  the  estimation  of  proposed  operational  impacts  is  based  on  (1)  the  net  increase  in 
emissions  due  to  the  addition  of  KC-46A  aircraft  or  (2)  the  net  change  in  emissions  due  to  the 
replacement  of  existing  KC-135  operations  with  operations  from  the  beddown  of  KC-46A  aircraft. 
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Potential  impacts  on  air  quality  are  evaluated  with  respect  to  the  extent,  context,  and  intensity  of 
the  impact  in  relation  to  relevant  regulations,  guidelines,  and  scientific  documentation.  The  CEQ 
defines  significance  in  terms  of  context  and  intensity  in  40  CFR  Section  1508.27.  This  requires 
that  the  significance  of  an  action  must  be  analyzed  in  respect  to  the  setting  of  the  action  and 
based  relative  to  the  severity  of  the  impact.  The  CEQ  NEPA  regulations  (40  CFR  1508.27(b)) 
provide  10  key  factors  to  consider  in  determining  the  intensity  of  an  impact. 

In  the  case  of  criteria  pollutants  for  which  the  project  region  is  in  attainment  of  an  NAAQS,  the 
analysis  compared  the  net  increase  in  annual  air  pollutant  emissions  estimated  for  each  project 
scenario  to  the  USEPA  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  threshold  for  new  major 
sources  of  250  tons  per  year  of  a  pollutant  as  an  indicator  of  significance  or  non-significance  of 
projected  air  quality  impacts.  In  the  case  of  criteria  pollutants  for  which  the  project  region  does 
not  attain  an  NAAQS,  the  analysis  compared  the  net  increase  in  proposed  annual  emissions  to 
the  applicable  pollutant  threshold  that  requires  a  conformity  determination  for  that  region. 

If  proposed  emissions  exceed  a  PSD  or  conformity  threshold,  further  analysis  was  conducted  to 
determine  whether  impacts  were  significant.  In  such  cases,  if  proposed  emissions  (1)  do  not 
contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  an  ambient  air  quality  standard  or  (2)  conform  to  the  approved 
SIP,  then  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

B.2.3.1  Construction 

The  KC-46A  project  scenarios  at  each  proposed  basing  location  would  require  construction 
and/or  renovation  of  airfield  facilities,  including  training  facilities,  hangars,  taxiways,  and 
maintenance  and  fueling  facilities.  Air  quality  impacts  due  to  proposed  construction  activities 
would  occur  from  (1)  combustive  emissions  due  to  the  use  of  fossil  fuel-powered  equipment  and 
(2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  (PM10/PM2.5)  due  to  the  operation  of  equipment  on  exposed  soil. 
Construction  activity  data  were  developed  to  estimate  proposed  construction  equipment  usages 
and  associated  combustive  and  fugitive  dust  emissions  for  each  project  scenario. 

Factors  needed  to  derive  construction  source  emission  rates  were  obtained  from  the  Compilation 
of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Volume  I  (USEPA  1995);  the  USEPA 
NONROAD2008a  model  for  nonroad  construction  equipment  (USEPA  2009);  and  the  USEPA 
MOVES2010b  model  for  on-road  vehicles  (USEPA  2013). 

Inclusion  of  standard  construction  practices  and  Eeadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design 
(FEED)  Silver  certification  into  proposed  construction  activities  would  potentially  reduce 
fugitive  dust  emissions  generated  from  the  use  of  construction  equipment  on  exposed  soil  by 
50  percent  from  uncontrolled  levels.  The  standard  construction  practices  for  fugitive  dust  control 
include  the  following: 

1.  Use  water  trucks  to  keep  areas  of  vehicle  movement  damp  enough  to  minimize  the 
generation  of  fugitive  dust. 

2.  Minimize  the  amount  of  disturbed  ground  area  at  a  given  time. 

3.  Suspend  all  soil  disturbance  activities  when  winds  exceed  25  miles  per  hour  or  when  visible 
dust  plumes  emanate  from  the  site  and  stabilize  all  disturbed  areas  with  water  application. 

4.  Designate  personnel  to  monitor  the  dust  control  program  and  to  increase  watering,  as 
necessary,  to  minimize  the  generation  of  dust. 
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B.2.3.2  Operations 

Sources  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  scenarios  at  each  basing  location 
would  include  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aircraft,  (2)  onsite  privately 
owned  vehicles  (POVs)  and  government  motor  vehicles  (GMVs),  (3)  offsite  POV  commutes, 
(4)  aerospace  ground  equipment  (AGE),  (5)  nonroad  mobile  equipment,  (6)  mobile  fuel  transfer 
operations,  and  (7)  stationary  and  other  sources.  Operational  data  used  to  calculate  projected 
KC-46A  aircraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  data  used  in  the  project  noise  analyses.  Factors 
used  to  calculate  combustive  emissions  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft  are  based  on  emissions  data 
developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062  engine  (ICAO  2013).  The  operational  times  in 
mode  for  the  KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  for  the  KC-135  aircraft  (Air  Force  Civil 
Engineer  Center  2013). 

Emissions  from  non-aircraft  sources  due  to  the  proposed  KC-46A  scenarios  at  each  basing 
location  were  estimated  by  the  following  methods: 

1 .  Emissions  from  the  usage  of  AGE  by  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Altus  AFB  are  based  on  AGE 
usages  for  existing  C-17  and  KC-135  aircraft  at  Altus  AFB.  Emissions  from  the  usage  of 
AGE  by  KC-46A  aircraft  at  all  other  base  locations  are  based  on  AGE  usages  for  existing 
KC-135  aircraft  at  Fairchild  AFB. 

2.  Emissions  from  POVs,  GMVs,  and  stationary  sources  were  estimated  by  multiplying 
existing  emissions  generated  at  each  base  for  these  sources  by  the  ratio  of  total  base 
employment  populations  associated  with  each  proposed  scenario  and  baseline  conditions. 

3.  The  emission  estimations  for  AGE,  POVs,  GMVs,  and  nonroad  equipment  simulated  the 
gradual  turnover  of  these  sources  in  the  future  to  vehicle  and  equipment  fleets  with  new 
and  cleaner  USEPA  emission  standards. 

4.  Emissions  from  mobile  fuel  transfer  operations  were  estimated  by  multiplying  existing 
emissions  for  this  source  at  Altus  AFB  by  the  ratio  of  total  base  employment  populations 
associated  with  each  proposed  scenario  and  baseline  conditions  at  Altus  AFB. 

The  air  quality  analysis  uses  calendar  year  2012  to  define  existing  emissions,  as  it  includes  the 
most  recent  calendar  year  of  operational  activities  at  each  basing  location. 

The  analysis  of  proposed  aircraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  occur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  (914  meters)  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typical  depth  of  the  atmospheric  mixing 
layer  where  the  release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations. 
In  general,  aircraft  emissions  released  above  the  mixing  layer  would  not  appreciably  affect 
ground-level  air  quality. 

B,3  SAFETY 

B,3.1  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

Ground  and  flight  safety  involving  aviation  operations  conducted  by  the  USAF  are  addressed  in  this 
section.  Because  of  the  proposal  to  construct  within  portions  of  the  airfield  environment,  the  focus  of 
this  section  is  on  safety-of-flight  issues  associated  with  airfield  operations.  Within  the  ground  safety 
section,  issues  involving  operations  and  maintenance  (O&M)  activities  that  support  operation  of  the 
airfield  are  addressed.  Also  considered  in  this  section  is  the  safety  of  personnel  and  facilities  on  the 
ground  that  may  be  placed  at  risk  from  flight  operations.  Within  the  aircraft  mishaps/flight  safety 
section  for  each  base,  aircraft  flight  risks  and  safety  issues  associated  with  conducting  aviation 
activities  at  the  respective  bases  are  addressed.  Historic  information  on  aircraft  accidents  for  the 
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KC-135  at  each  base  is  also  presented  to  give  the  reader  perspective  as  to  the  frequency  of  major 
mishaps,  which  occurred  during  the  lengthy  service  of  the  existing  tanker  aircraft. 

KC-46A  flight  risks  and  safety  issues  associated  with  conducting  aviation  activities  at  the  base  and  in 
the  near-base  airspace  are  addressed.  Any  KC-46A  accidents  at  the  airfield  would  have  direct  impacts 
on  the  ground  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  mishap  as  a  result  of  explosion/fire  and  debris  spread. 

B,3.2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

Numerous  Federal,  civil,  and  military  laws  and  regulations  govern  operations  at  bases  and  in  the 
surrounding  airspace.  Individually  and  collectively,  they  prescribe  measures,  processes,  and 
procedures  required  to  ensure  safe  operations  and  to  protect  the  public,  military,  and  property. 

B.3,3  METHODOLOGY 

A  variety  of  elements  associated  with  implementation  of  the  KC-46A  scenarios  at  any  of  the  four  bases 
that  could  potentially  affect  safety  are  evaluated  relative  to  the  degree  to  which  the  action  increases  or 
decreases  safety  risks  to  the  pubhc  or  private  property.  Flight  and  ground  safety  are  assessed  for  the 
potential  to  increase  risk  and  the  capabihty  to  manage  that  risk  by  responding  to  emergencies. 

Impacts  to  safety  are  assessed  according  to  the  potential  to  increase  or  decrease  in  safety  risks  to 
personnel,  the  public  and  property.  The  development  activities  associated  with  the  proposed 
KC-46A  missions  are  considered  to  determine  whether  additional  or  unique  safety  risks  are 
associated  with  its  undertaking.  If  any  activity  associated  with  the  KC-46A  scenarios  indicates  a 
major  variance  from  baseline  conditions,  it  would  be  considered  a  significant  safety  impact. 

B.3.3.1  Flight  Safety 

The  primary  public  concern  with  regard  to  flight  safety  is  the  potential  for  aircraft  accidents. 
Such  mishaps  may  occur  as  a  result  of  mid-air  collisions,  collisions  with  man-made  structures  or 
terrain,  weather-related  accidents,  mechanical  failure,  pilot  error,  or  bird-aircraft  collisions. 
Collisions  with  structures  around  the  airfield  are  controlled  through  airfield  setbacks  and  safety 
zones  that  restrict  construction  around  the  airfield  so  that  both  the  ground  surface  is  clear  for 
ground  maneuvering  and  the  airspace  is  clear  of  obstructions  such  as  groves  of  trees,  poles  and 
power  lines,  and  tall  structures.  The  AICUZ  defines  the  accident  potential  zones  (APZs)  around 
the  airfield  and  prescribes  restrictions  on  any  construction  in  the  clear  zone  (CZ)  (see 
Figure  B-1).  Land  use  restrictions  are  recommended  for  APZs  I  and  II,  based  mostly  on  the 
intensity  of  use.  That  is,  activities  where  people  congregate  are  not  recommended,  and  uses 
where  people  spend  a  high  percentage  of  time  (such  as  residential)  are  also  not  recommended. 

The  USAF  defines  five  major  categories  of  aircraft  mishaps:  Classes  A,  B,  C,  D,  and  E,  which 
includes  high  accident  potential.  Class  A  mishaps  result  in  a  loss  of  life,  permanent 
total  disability,  a  total  cost  in  excess  of  $2  million,  and/or  destruction  of  an  aircraft.  Class  B 
mishaps  result  in  permanent  partial  disability  or  inpatient  hospitalization  of  three  or  more 
personnel  and/or  a  total  cost  of  between  $500,000  and  up  to  $2  million.  Class  C  mishaps  involve 
an  injury  resulting  in  any  loss  of  time  from  work  beyond  the  day  or  shift  on  which  it  occurred,  an 
occupational  illness  that  causes  loss  of  time  from  work  at  any  time,  or  an  occupational  injury  or 
illness  resulting  in  permanent  change  of  job  and/or  reportable  damage  of  between  $50,000  and 
up  to  $500,000.  High  accident  potential  events  are  any  hazardous  occurrence  that  has  a  high 
potential  for  becoming  a  mishap.  Class  C  mishaps  and  high  accident  potential,  the  most  common 
types  of  accidents,  represent  relatively  unimportant  incidents  because  they  generally  involve 
minor  damage  and  injuries,  and  rarely  affect  property  or  the  public. 
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Figure  B-1,  Air  Force  Clear  Zone  and  Accident  Potential  Zones  for  Class  B  Runways 
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Class  D  mishaps  result  in  total  cost  of  property  damage  of  $20,000  or  more,  but  less  than  $50,000;  or 
a  recordable  injury  or  illness  not  otherwise  classified  as  a  Class  A,  B,  or  C  mishap.  Note  that  in  2010, 
the  threshold  for  determining  the  class  of  mishaps  was  raised  from  $1  to  $2  million  for  Class  A 
mishaps,  and  the  ceiling  was  raised  for  Class  B  from  $1  million  to  $2  million. 

Accident  rates  for  commercial  aircraft  are  determined  using  accidents  per  million  departures 
(or  flight  cycles)  since  there  is  a  stronger  statistical  correlation  between  accidents  and  departures 
than  there  is  between  accidents  and  flight  hours,  between  accidents  and  the  number  of  airplanes 
in  service,  or  between  accidents  and  passenger  miles  or  freight  miles. 

This  Final  EIS  focuses  on  USAF  Class  A  mishaps  because  of  their  potentially  catastrophic 
results.  Based  on  historical  data  on  mishaps  at  all  bases,  and  under  all  conditions  of  flight,  the 
military  services  calculate  Class  A  mishap  rates  per  100,000  flying  hours  for  each  type  of  aircraft 
in  the  inventory.  Mishap  rates  do  not  consider  combat  losses  due  to  enemy  action.  In  evaluating 
this  information,  it  should  be  emphasized  that  data  presented  are  only  statistically  predictive.  The 
actual  causes  of  mishaps  are  due  to  many  factors,  not  simply  the  amount  of  flying  time  of  the 
aircraft.  Mishap  rates  are  statistically  assessed  as  an  occurrence  rate  per  100,000  flying  hours. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  C-135  aircraft  include  the  RC-135,  EC-135,  and  the  KC-135 
since  they  share  a  common  airframe  based  upon  the  Boeing  707,  as  modified  for  military  use. 
Table  B-4  reflects  the  cumulative  annual  USAF  Class  A  mishap  rates  of  the  C-135  for  the 
periods  for  which  accident  records  have  been  established.  Cargo  and  Command  and  Control  type 
aircraft  were  included  since  their  Mission-Design-Series  are  similar.  The  KC-135  entered  service 
with  the  USAF  in  1957;  it  is  one  of  six  military  fixed-wing  aircraft  with  over  50  years  of 
continuous  service  with  its  original  operator.  Since  the  R  model  conversion  of  some  of  the  fleet 
in  the  1990s,  the  safety  record  of  the  KC-135  has  been  on  par  with  that  of  any  modern  airliner. 


Table  B-4,  Air  Force  Class  A  Accident  History  for  Selected  Models  of  Transport  Modified 

Mission  Design/Code  Aircraft 


Aircraft 

Reporting  Period 

Accident  Rate  per  100,000 
Hours 

Lifetime  Hours  Flown 

C-135“ 

CY57-FY12 

0.56 

14,753,417 

C-141 

CY64-FY12 

0.32 

10,641,974 

C-17 

FY91-FY12 

1.10 

2,726,728 

C-5 

CY68-FY12 

1.03 

2,531,479 

C-10 

CY81-FY12 

1.03 

1,558,325 

^  Includes  all  variants  such  as  EC  and  KC  types,  including  EC-135,  RC-135,  and  KC-135 
Key:  CY  =  calendar  year;  FY  =  fiscal  year 
Source:  AFSC  2013 


An  aircraft  crash  is  what  is  known  in  the  probability  analysis  world  as  a  low  probability,  high 
consequence  risk.  Aircraft  are  designed  to  ensure  that  aircraft  accidents  are  rare  events.  To 
minimize  these  accidents,  factors  causing  or  contributing  to  accidents  must  be  understood  and 
prevented.  Previous  research  has  studied  accident  data  to  determine  these  factors.  The  low  rate  of 
accidents,  however,  makes  it  difficult  to  discover  repeating  patterns  of  these  factors. 

Fevels  of  safety  for  commercial  airframes  are  typically  measured  by  the  number  of  accidents  and 
incidents  and  their  rates.  An  aircraft  accident  is  defined  as  an  occurrence  associated  with  the 
operation  of  an  aircraft  in  which  people  suffer  death  or  injury,  and/or  in  which  the  aircraft 
receives  substantial  damage. 
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There  have  been  many  scholarly  papers  written,  and  complex  mathematical  calculations 
developed,  to  try  and  predict  where  and  when  an  aircraft  or  other  low  probability,  high 
consequence  risk  might  occur.  However,  none  of  these  efforts  have  resulted  in  a  consensus  or  an 
agreed  upon  methodology  within  the  risk  assessor  community. 

The  methodology  of  using  accident  rates  as  a  predictor  of  the  likelihood  of  a  crash  is  what  is 
commonly  used.  The  accident  rates  are  based  upon  accidents  per  100,000  hours  of  flight  for 
military  aircraft.  For  commercial  aircraft,  in  general,  this  expression  is  a  measure  of  accidents 
per  million  departures. 

The  accident  rates  for  the  KC-46A  were  determined  using  the  accident  rate  for  the  B-767  jetliner, 
which  is  currently  in  service.  The  accident  rate  for  commercial  airliners  is  based  upon  departures 
(flight  cycles).  With  takeoffs  assumed  to  be  one-half  of  the  total  projected  departure  airfield 
operations  (see  operational  data  contained  in  Volume  I,  Chapter  2),  the  formula  CrxAo  =  1/X 
(where  Cr  =  crash  rate  and  Ao  =  departure  airfield  operations)  shows  that  the  frequency  of  an 
accident,  even  with  increased  operations,  is  not  likely  to  occur  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

While  it  is  counterintuitive,  an  increase  in  operation  tempo  (OPTEMPO)  may  not  result  in  higher 
accident  rates,  and  no  correlation  has  been  proved  or  disproved.  In  a  2002  report  to  Congress  on 
military  aviation  safety,  the  Congressional  Research  Service  concluded,  “While  no  correlation 
between  high  OPTEMPO  and  increased  mishaps  has  been  proved,  it  also  hasn’t  been  disproved. 
A  great  degree  of  uncertainty  remains.  Eittle  is  known,  for  example,  of  the  OPTEMPO  effects  on 
maintenance,  ammunition,  training  in  country,  living  conditions,  or  personnel  tempo” 
(CRS  2002).  In  other  words,  there  are  numerous  unpredictable  factors  that  may  or  may  not 
contribute  to  an  accident. 

BirdAVildlife-Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  (BASH).  Bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes  constitute  a  safety 
concern  for  the  USAE  because  they  can  result  in  damage  to  aircraft  or  injury  to  aircrews  or  local 
human  populations  if  an  aircraft  crashes.  Aircraft  may  encounter  birds  at  altitudes  up  to 
30,000  feet  mean  sea  level  (MSE)  or  higher.  However,  most  birds  fly  close  to  the  ground.  More 
than  97  percent  of  reported  bird  strikes  occur  below  3,000  feet  above  ground  level  (AGE). 
Approximately  30  percent  of  bird  strikes  happen  in  the  airport  environment,  and  almost 
55  percent  occur  during  low-altitude  flight  training  (AESC  2013). 

To  address  the  issues  of  aircraft  bird  strikes,  the  USAE  has  developed  the  Avian  Hazard 
Advisory  System  to  monitor  bird  activity  and  forecast  bird  strike  risks.  Using  Next  Generation 
Radar  (NEXRAD)  weather  radars  and  models  developed  to  predict  bird  movement,  the  Avian 
Hazard  Advisory  System  is  an  online,  near  real  time,  geographic  information  system  (GIS)  used 
for  bird  strike  risk  flight  planning  across  the  continental  United  States  and  Alaska.  Additionally, 
as  part  of  an  overall  strategy  to  reduce  BASH  risks,  the  USAE  has  developed  a  Bird  Avoidance 
Model  using  GIS  technology  as  a  key  tool  for  analysis  and  correlation  of  bird  habitat,  migration, 
and  breeding  characteristics  and  is  combined  with  key  environmental  and  man-made  geospatial 
data.  The  model  was  created  to  provide  USAE  pilots  and  flight  schedulers/planners  with  a  tool 
for  making  informed  decisions  when  selecting  flight  routes.  The  model  was  created  in  an  effort 
to  protect  human  lives,  wildlife,  and  equipment  during  air  operations.  This  information  is 
integrated  into  required  pilot  briefings  that  take  place  prior  to  any  sortie. 

Fuel  Jettison.  The  KC-46A,  like  the  KC-135  aircraft,  has  the  ability  to  jettison  fuel  in  cases  of 
emergency  and  non-emergency  situations.  Data  on  historical  KC-135  operations  show  that 
slightly  less  than  two  sorties  per  thousand  resulted  in  a  release  of  fuel  (USAE  2013). 
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The  main  environmental  concern  from  fuel  released  from  an  aircraft  is  fuel  deposition  onto  the 
ground  and/or  surface  waters  and  any  possible  negative  impacts  on  human  health  or  natural 
resources.  The  results  of  a  definitive  study  on  the  fate  of  jettisoned  fuel  from  large  USAF  aircraft 
(such  as  the  KC-135)  (Deepti  2003)  were  used  to  identify  a  reasonably  conservative  ground-level 
fuel  deposition  value  for  the  KC-46A.  This  study  used  the  Fuel  Jettison  Simulation  model 
developed  by  the  USAF  to  estimate  the  ground  deposition  of  fuel  from  jettison  events  (Teske  and 
Curbishley  2000).  This  maximum  ground-level  fuel  deposition  value  identified  for  the  KC-46A 
would  result  in  effects  that  are  well  below  known  natural  resource  and  human  health  thresholds 
for  jet  fuel.  Therefore,  the  maximum  fuel  deposition  value  expected  from  the  KC-46A  would  not 
produce  substantial  or  significant  impacts  on  human  or  natural  resources. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  Air  Force  Major  Commands  to  follow  AFIs  or  supplement  those 
established  AFIs.  These  policies  require  that  pilots  avoid  fuel  jettison,  unless  safety  of  flight 
dictates  immediate  jettison.  For  example,  AMC  policy,  which  covers  all  USAF  tanker  assets, 
requires  that  any  fuel  released  from  an  aircraft  must  occur  above  20,000  feet  AGL 
(AMC  2004, 2012).  Similar  policy  from  AETC  covers  aircrews  during  training 
(AFI 1 1-2KC-135V3).  These  policies  are  designed  to  minimize  potential  impacts  of  fuel  jettison 
events.  In  view  of  this,  no  further  analysis  is  included  in  this  section. 

B.3.3.2  Ground  Safety 

Day-to-day  O&M  activities  conducted  at  AFBs  are  performed  in  accordance  with  applicable 
USAF  safety  regulations,  published  Air  Force  Technical  Orders,  and  standards  prescribed  by 
Air  Force  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  requirements.  These  are  intended  to  standardize 
procedures  and  practices  in  all  activities  on  USAF  property  to  reduce  occupational  risks  to 
government  personnel  and  contractors  and  to  protect  other  persons  that  reside  on  or  visit  the  base 
or  the  vicinity  of  the  base. 

Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection.  Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection  (AT/FP)  is  a  security 
program  designed  to  protect  USAF  active-duty  personnel,  civilian  employees,  family  members, 
and  facilities  and  equipment  in  all  locations  and  situations.  The  program  is  accomplished  through 
the  planned  and  integrated  application  of  anti-terrorism  measures,  physical  security,  operations 
security,  and  personal  protective  services.  It  is  supported  by  intelligence,  counterintelligence,  and 
other  security  programs.  In  response  to  terrorist  attacks,  several  regulations  have  been 
promulgated  to  ensure  that  force  protection  standards  are  incorporated  into  the  planning, 
programming,  and  budgeting  for  the  design  and  construction  of  Military  Construction-funded 
facilities.  Unified  Facilities  Criteria  (UFC)  04-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards 
for  Buildings  (published  in  2003  and  updated  in  2007)  (DoD  2007)  establishes  minimum 
standoff  distances  that  must  be  maintained  between  several  categories  of  structures  and  areas  that 
are  relatively  accessible  to  terrorists. 

The  intent  of  AT/FP  and  design  guidance  is  to  improve  security,  minimize  fatalities,  and  limit 
damage  to  facilities  in  the  event  of  a  terrorist  attack.  Many  military  bases,  including  those  under 
consideration  for  beddown  of  the  KC-46A,  were  developed  before  such  considerations  became  a 
critical  concern.  Thus,  under  current  conditions,  many  units  are  not  able  to  completely  comply 
with  all  present  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new  construction  and  modification  of  facilities 
occurs,  AT/FP  standards  would  be  incorporated  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

Construction/Demolition  Safety.  Short-term  safety  risks  are  associated  with  any  demolition  and 
construction  activity,  including  those  activities  proposed  as  part  of  this  action.  However, 
adherence  to  standard  safety  practices  would  minimize  any  potential  risks. 
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Airfield  Safety.  Accident  potential  relies  on  identifying  where  most  accidents  have  occurred  in 
the  past  at  military  airfields  (USAF  2002).  This  approach  does  not  produce  accident  probability 
statistics  since  the  question  of  probability  involves  too  many  variables  for  an  accurate  prediction 
model  to  be  developed.  The  analysis  of  the  history  of  military  aircraft  accidents  focuses  on 
determining  where  (within  the  airfield  environments)  an  accident  is  likely  to  occur  and  estimates 
the  size  of  the  impact  area  that  is  likely  to  result  from  any  single  accident.  As  per  DoDI  4165.57, 
“AICUZ,  Ground  Obstructions,”  all  structures  on  the  ground  have  the  potential  to  create  hazards 
to  flight.  The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  provides  detailed  instructions  for  the 
marking  of  obstructions  (i.e.,  paint  schemes  and  lighting)  to  warn  pilots  of  their  presence.  Any 
temporary  or  permanent  structure,  including  all  appurtenances,  that  exceeds  an  overall  height  of 
200  feet  AGL  or  exceeds  any  obstruction  standard  contained  in  14  CFR  Part  77  should  normally 
be  marked  and/or  lighted.  The  FAA  may  also  recommend  marking  and/or  lighting  a  structure 
that  does  not  exceed  200  feet  AGL  or  14  CFR  Part  77  standards  because  of  its  particular 
location.  The  obstruction  standards  in  14  CFR  Part  77  are  primarily  focused  on  structures  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  airports  and  approach  and  departure  corridors  from  airports  (14  CFR  77). 

B.4  SOILS  AND  WATER 

B,4,l  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

The  term  “soils”  refers  to  unconsolidated  materials  formed  from  the  underlying  bedrock  or  other 
parent  material.  Soils  play  a  critical  role  in  both  the  natural  and  human  environment. 

Water  resources  include  surface  water,  groundwater,  and  floodplains.  Surface  water  resources 
include  lakes,  rivers,  and  streams  and  are  important  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  including  economic, 
ecological,  recreational,  and  human  health  factors.  Groundwater  includes  the  subsurface 
hydrologic  resources  of  the  physical  environment;  its  properties  are  often  described  in  terms  of 
depth  to  aquifer  or  water  table,  water  quality,  and  surrounding  geologic  composition. 

B,4,2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

The  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  of  1977  (33  U.S.C.  1251  et  seq.)  and  the  USEPA  Storm  Water 
General  Permit  regulate  pollutant  discharges.  Pollutants  regulated  under  the  CWA  include 
“priority”  pollutants,  including  various  toxic  pollutants,  such  as  biochemical  oxygen  demand, 
total  suspended  solids,  fecal  coliform,  oil  and  grease,  and  pH.  Wetlands  are  discussed  under  the 
Biological  Resources  section  below. 

Federal  agencies  are  also  required  to  comply  with  Section  438  of  the  Energy  Independence  and 
Security  Act  of  2007  (EISA)  for  any  project  exceeding  5,000  square  feet.  Section  438  of  the 
EISA  instructs  Eederal  agencies  to  use  site  planning,  design,  construction,  and  maintenance 
strategies  for  the  property  to  maintain  or  restore,  to  the  maximum  extent  technically  feasible,  the 
predevelopment  hydrology  of  the  property. 

With  respect  to  soil  erosion.  Section  402(p)  of  the  CWA  regulates  non-point  source  discharges  of 
pollutants,  under  the  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  program,  or  state 
equivalent  program.  This  section  of  the  CWA  was  amended  to  require  the  USEPA  to  establish 
regulations  for  discharges  from  active  construction  sites.  NPDES  General  Construction  Permits 
require  preparation  of  a  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  for  projects  greater  than  1  acre. 

Prime  farmland  is  protected  under  the  Earmland  Protection  Policy  Act  of  1981  (7  CPR658). 
Prime  farmland  is  defined  as  land  that  has  the  best  combination  of  physical  and  chemical 
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characteristics  for  producing  food,  feed,  forage,  fiber,  and  oilseed  crops,  and  is  also  available  for 
these  uses.  The  land  could  be  cropland,  pasture,  rangeland,  or  other  land,  but  not  urban  built-up 
land  (defined  by  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau,  or  U.S.  Geological  Survey  topographic  maps)  or  water. 
The  project  area  at  all  four  bases  is  classified  by  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  as  urbanized  lands. 

B.4,3  METHODOLOGY 

Impacts  on  soils  and  surface  water  can  result  from  earth  disturbance  that  would  expose  soil  to 
wind  or  water  erosion.  Analysis  of  impacts  on  soils  and  surface  water  examines  the  potential  for 
such  erosion  at  each  base  and  describes  typical  measures  employed  to  minimize  erosion.  In 
addition,  soil  limitations  and  associated  typical  engineering  remedial  measures  are  evaluated 
with  respect  to  proposed  construction. 

Criteria  for  evaluating  impacts  related  to  soil  resources  associated  with  implementation  of  the 
KC-46A  scenarios  are  impacts  on  unique  soil  resources,  minimization  of  soil  erosion,  and  the 
siting  of  facilities  relative  to  potential  soil  limitations.  If  development  proposed  in  the  EIS  were 
to  substantially  affect  any  of  these  features,  impacts  would  be  considered  significant. 

Soil  disturbance  at  each  base  was  calculated  by  summing  the  square  footages  of 
additions/alterations  and  new  construction. 

Criteria  for  evaluating  impacts  related  to  water  resources  associated  with  implementation  of  the 
KC-46A  scenarios  are  water  availability,  water  quality,  adherence  to  applicable  regulations,  and 
existence  of  floodplains.  Impacts  are  measured  by  the  potential  to  reduce  water  availability  to 
existing  users;  to  endanger  public  health  or  safety  by  creating  or  worsening  health  hazards  or 
safety  conditions;  or  to  violate  laws  or  regulations  adopted  to  protect  or  manage  water  resources. 

Flooding  impacts  are  evaluated  by  determining  whether  proposed  construction  is  located  within  a 
designated  floodplain.  Groundwater  impacts  are  evaluated  by  determining  whether  groundwater 
beneath  the  project  site  would  be  used  for  implementing  the  KC-46A  mission,  and  if  so,  by 
determining  the  potential  to  adversely  affect  those  groundwater  resources.  Soils  and  water 
resource  impacts  are  not  evaluated  for  the  areas  below  where  the  KC-46A  would  be  operated  or 
at  the  auxiliary  airfields  because  no  ground-disturbing  activities  or  use  of  water  resources  would 
occur  at  these  locations. 

B.5  BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

B.S.l  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

Biological  resources  include  the  native  and  introduced  terrestrial  and  aquatic  plants  and  animals 
found  within  the  region  of  influence  (ROI).  The  ROI  for  biological  resources  is  defined  as  the 
land  area  (habitats)  and  airspace  that  could  potentially  be  affected  by  infrastructure  and 
construction  projects,  as  well  as  airspace  operations.  The  ROI  generally  includes  the  developed 
cantonment  and  airfield  areas  of  the  respective  bases,  but  may  also  include  areas  near  but  outside 
the  base  boundary.  Examples  of  off-base  areas  include  managed  wildlife  areas  and  surface 
waters  that  could  be  indirectly  affected  by  noise  or  water  quality  alteration,  respectively.  Habitat 
types  are  based  on  floral,  faunal,  and  geophysical  characteristics. 

Sensitive  habitats  include  areas  that  the  Federal  government,  state  governments,  or  the  DoD  have 
designated  as  worthy  of  special  protection  due  to  certain  characteristics  such  as  high  species 
diversity,  special  habitat  conditions  for  rare  species,  or  other  unique  features. 
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For  purposes  of  analysis,  biological  resources  were  organized  into  four  categories:  vegetation, 
wildlife,  special-status  species,  and  wetlands.  Vegetation  includes  existing  terrestrial  plant 
communities  but  does  not  include  special-status  plants,  which  are  discussed  below.  Plant  species 
composition  within  an  area  generally  defines  ecological  communities  and  indicates  the  type  of 
wildlife  that  may  be  present. 

Wildlife  includes  all  vertebrate  animal  species,  with  the  exception  of  special- status  species, 
which  are  discussed  below.  Typical  wildlife  includes  animal  groups  such  as  large  and  small 
mammals,  songbirds,  waterfowl,  reptiles,  amphibians,  and  fish.  The  attributes  and  quality  of 
available  habitats  influences  the  composition,  diversity,  and  abundance  of  wildlife  communities. 

Special-status  species  are  defined  as  those  plant  and  animal  species  protected  by  various 
regulations  established  by  Federal  and  state  agencies.  These  regulations,  and  the  species 
addressed  by  them,  are  described  in  the  Regulatory  Setting  section  below. 

Wetlands  are  areas  of  transition  between  terrestrial  and  aquatic  systems  where  the  water  table  is 
usually  at  or  near  the  surface,  or  the  land  is  covered  by  shallow  water  (Mitsch  and 
Gosselink  2000). 

B,5.2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

“Integrated  Natural  Resources  Management,”  AFI  32-7064,  explains  how  to  manage  natural 
resources  on  USAF  property  in  compliance  with  Federal,  state,  and  local  standards.  The  chief 
tool  for  managing  base  ecosystems  is  the  Integrated  Natural  Resources  Management  Plan 
(INRMP).  Based  on  an  interdisciplinary  approach  to  ecosystem  management,  the  INRMP 
ensures  the  successful  accomplishment  of  the  military  mission  by  integrating  all  aspects  of 
natural  resources  management  with  each  other  and  the  rest  of  the  base’s  mission. 

Special-status  plant  and  wildlife  species  are  subject  to  regulations  under  the  authority  of  Federal 
and  state  agencies.  Special-status  species  include  species  designated  as  threatened,  endangered, 
or  candidate  species  by  state  or  Federal  agencies.  Under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA) 
(16  U.S.C.  1536),  an  endangered  species  is  defined  as  any  species  in  danger  of  extinction 
throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of  its  range.  A  threatened  species  is  defined  as  any  species 
likely  to  become  an  endangered  species  in  the  foreseeable  future.  Candidate  species  are  those 
species  for  which  the  U.S.  Eish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USEWS)  has  sufficient  information  on 
their  biological  status  and  threats  to  propose  them  as  endangered  or  threatened  under  the  ESA, 
but  for  which  development  of  a  proposed  listing  regulation  is  precluded  by  other  higher-priority 
listing  activities.  Although  candidate  species  receive  no  statutory  protection  under  the  ESA,  the 
USEWS  believes  it  is  important  to  advise  government  agencies,  industry,  and  the  public  that 
these  species  are  at  risk  and  could  warrant  protection  under  the  ESA. 

The  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA)  of  1918  (16  U.S.C.  703-712)  is  the  domestic  law  that 
affirms,  or  implements,  the  United  States’  commitment  to  four  international  conventions 
(with  Canada,  Japan,  Mexico,  and  Russia)  for  the  protection  of  a  shared  migratory  bird  resource. 
Each  of  the  conventions  protect  selected  species  of  birds  that  are  common  to  both  countries 
(i.e.,  species  occur  in  both  countries  at  some  point  during  their  annual  life  cycle).  The  act 
protects  all  migratory  birds  and  their  parts  (including  eggs,  nests,  and  feathers). 

The  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act  (BGEPA)  (16  U.S.C.  668-668d)  is  legislation  in  the 
United  States  that  protects  two  species  of  eagles.  The  BGEPA  prohibits  anyone  without  a  permit 
issued  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  “taking”  bald  eagles.  Taking  involves  molesting  or 
disturbing  birds,  their  parts,  nests,  or  eggs.  The  BGEPA  provides  criminal  penalties  for  persons 
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who  “take,  possess,  sell,  purchase,  barter,  offer  to  sell,  purchase  or  barter,  transport,  export  or 
import,  at  any  time  or  any  manner,  any  bald  or  golden  eagles...  [or  any  golden  eagle],  alive  or 
dead,  or  any  part,  nest,  or  egg  thereof.” 

Section  404  of  the  CWA  established  a  program  to  regulate  the  discharge  of  dredged  and  fill 
material  into  waters  of  the  United  States,  including  wetlands.  Activities  in  waters  of  the 
United  States  that  are  regulated  under  this  program  include  fills  for  development,  water  resource 
projects  (such  as  dams  and  levees),  infrastructure  development  (such  as  highways  and  airports), 
and  conversion  of  wetlands  to  uplands  for  farming  and  forestry.  The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  (USAGE)  is  the  lead  agency  in  protecting  wetland  resources.  This  agency  maintains 
jurisdiction  over  Eederal  wetlands  (33  CER  328.3)  under  Section  404  of  the  CWA 
(30  CER  320-330)  and  Section  10  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  (30  CER  329).  The  USEPA 
assists  the  USAGE  (in  an  administrative  capacity)  in  the  protection  of  wetlands  (40  CER  225.1 
to  233.71).  In  addition,  the  USEWS  and  the  National  Marine  Eisheries  Service  provide  support 
with  important  advisory  roles. 

Eurthermore,  Executive  Order  (EO)  11990,  Protection  of  Wetlands,  requires  Eederal  agencies, 
including  the  USAE,  to  minimize  the  destruction,  loss,  or  degradation  of  wetlands  and  to 
preserve  and  enhance  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of  wetlands.  EO  11990  requires  Eederal 
agencies  to  avoid,  to  the  extent  possible,  the  long-  and  short-term  adverse  impacts  associated 
with  the  destruction  or  modification  of  wetlands  and  to  avoid  direct  or  indirect  support  of  new 
construction  in  wetlands  wherever  there  is  a  practicable  alternative;  if  construction  in  wetlands 
cannot  be  avoided,  the  USAE  will  issue  a  Einding  of  No  Practicable  Alternative. 

Under  CWA  Section  401,  applicants  for  a  Eederal  license  or  permit  to  conduct  activities  that  may 
result  in  the  discharge  of  a  pollutant  into  waters  of  the  United  States  must  obtain  certification 
from  the  state  in  which  the  discharge  would  originate  or,  if  appropriate,  from  interstate  water 
pollution  control  agency  with  jurisdiction  over  affected  waters  at  the  point  where  the  discharge 
would  originate.  Therefore,  all  projects  that  have  a  Eederal  component  and  may  affect  state  water 
quality  (including  projects  that  require  Eederal  agency  approval,  such  as  issuance  of  a 
Section  404  permit)  must  also  comply  with  CWA  Section  401. 

The  following  state  agencies  issue  Section  401  certifications  in  their  respective  states:  the 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality  in  Oklahoma;  the  Department  of  Ecology  in  Washington; 
the  Department  of  Health,  Division  of  Water  Quality,  in  North  Dakota;  and  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Environment  in  Kansas. 

B,5.3  METHODOLOGY 

The  first  step  in  the  analysis  of  potential  impacts  on  biological  resources  was  to  determine  the 
locations  of  sensitive  habitats  and  species  in  relation  to  the  proposed  action.  Maps  were 
examined  to  locate  sensitive  habitats  and  species,  and  where  necessary,  site  visits  and  additional 
surveys  were  conducted  to  confirm  locations.  Next,  areas  of  overlap  for  the  proposed 
development  and  sensitive  habitats  and  species  were  identified.  Scientific  literature  was  reviewed 
for  studies  that  examined  similar  types  of  impacts  on  biological  resources.  The  literature  review 
included  a  review  of  basic  characteristics  and  habitat  requirements  of  each  sensitive  species. 
Where  available,  information  was  also  gathered  relative  to  management  considerations, 
incompatible  resource  management  activities,  and  threats  to  each  sensitive  species.  Impact 
analyses  were  then  conducted  based  on  the  information  gathered  from  the  literature  review.  The 
analyses  included  an  assessment  of  the  impacts  on  biological  resources  resulting  from  both 
construction  activities  and  daily  operations.  Measures  to  avoid  and/or  minimize  adverse  impacts 
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on  biological  resources  are  also  presented.  The  following  criteria  were  evaluated  when 
determining  the  significance  of  an  effect  on  biological  resources  resulting  from  implementation 
of  actions  described  in  Volume  I,  Chapter  2: 

•  The  direct  impact  or  taking  of  a  protected  special-status  species,  including  habitat 
alteration 

•  The  importance  (legal,  commercial,  ecological,  or  scientific)  of  the  resource 

•  The  relative  sensitivity  of  biological  resources  to  potential  effects  of  the  actions 

•  The  quantity  or  percentage  of  biological  resources  affected  by  the  actions  relative  to 
overall  abundance  in  the  ROI 

•  The  expected  duration  of  potential  impacts  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  actions 

Determination  of  the  significance  of  wetland  impacts  is  based  on  (1)  loss  of  wetland  acreage, 
(2)  the  function  and  value  of  the  wetland,  (3)  the  proportion  of  the  wetland  that  would  be 
affected  relative  to  the  occurrence  of  similar  wetlands  in  the  region,  (4)  the  sensitivity  of  the 
wetland  to  proposed  activities,  and  (5)  the  duration  of  ecological  ramifications.  Impacts  on 
wetland  resources  are  considered  significant  if  high-value  wetlands  would  be  adversely  affected 
or  if  wetland  acreage  is  lost. 

B.6  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

B,6.1  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

Cultural  resources  are  historic  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  or  objects  considered 
important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or  community  for  scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  other 
purposes.  They  include  archaeological  resources,  historic  architectural/engineering  resources, 
and  traditional  resources.  Only  significant  cultural  resources  are  considered  for  potential  adverse 
impacts  from  an  action.  Significant  cultural  resources  are  those  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP),  as  set  forth  in  36  CFR  60.4,  or  identified  as 
important  to  tribes  or  other  traditional  groups,  as  outlined  in  the  American  Indian  Religious 
Freedom  Act;  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act;  and  EO  13007, 
Indian  Sacred  Sites.  Historic  properties  are  any  prehistoric  or  historic  districts,  sites,  buildings, 
structures,  or  objects  included  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP  because  of  their  historic  or 
cultural  significance.  For  a  cultural  resource  to  be  considered  eligible  for  the  NRHP,  it  must 
possess  integrity  of  location,  design,  setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  or  association,  and 
it  must  meet  one  or  more  of  the  following  criteria  (36  CFR  60.4): 

•  Association  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad  patterns  of 
our  history  (criterion  a). 

•  Association  with  the  lives  or  persons  significant  in  our  past  (criterion  b). 

•  Embodiment  of  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or  method  of  construction,  or 
that  represent  the  work  of  a  master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values,  or  that  represent  a 
significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual  distinction 
(criterion  c). 

•  Have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information  important  in  prehistory  or  history 
(criterion  d). 
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In  general,  these  resources  must  be  more  than  50  years  old;  however,  younger  resources  may  be 
eligible  if  they  are  exceptionally  significant. 

Section  101(d)(6)(A)  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  states  that  properties  of 
traditional  religious  and  cultural  importance  to  a  tribe  or  Native  Hawaiian  organization  may  be 
determined  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP.  NRHP  Bulletin  38  (NPS  1998)  defines 
traditional  cultural  property  (TCP),  generally,  as  one  that  is  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP. 
Reasons  for  eligibility  could  be  because  of  its  association  with  cultural  practices  or  beliefs  of  a 
living  community  that  are  rooted  in  that  community’s  history  and  are  important  in  maintaining 
the  continuing  cultural  identity  of  the  community.  TCPs  can  include  archaeological  resources, 
buildings,  neighborhoods,  prominent  topographic  features,  habitats,  plants,  animals,  and  minerals 
that  tribes  and  other  groups  consider  essential  for  the  continuance  of  traditional  cultures. 

However,  properties  of  traditional  religious  and  cultural  importance  need  not  be  determined 
eligible  for  the  NRHP  to  be  a  significant  cultural  resource  considered  for  potential  adverse 
impacts  from  an  action.  On  21  November  1999,  the  DoD  promulgated  its  American  Indian  and 
Alaska  Native  Policy,  which  emphasizes  the  importance  of  respecting  and  consulting  with  tribal 
governments  on  a  government- to-govemment  basis  (DoD  1999).  The  policy  requires  an 
assessment,  through  consultation,  of  the  effect  of  proposed  DoD  actions  that  may  have  the 
potential  to  significantly  affect  protected  tribal  resources,  tribal  rights,  and  tribal  and  Alaska 
Native  lands,  before  decisions  are  made  by  the  services.  DoDI  4710.02,  “DoD  Interactions  with 
Federally-Recognized  Tribes,”  implements  DoD  policy,  assigns  responsibilities,  and  provides 
procedures  for  DoD  interactions  with  federally  recognized  tribes  in  accordance  with  its 
American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  Policy  and  other  DoD  directives  and  policies. 

EO  13007  defines  sacred  sites  as  any  specific,  discrete,  narrowly  delineated  location  on  Federal 
land  that  is  identified  by  a  tribe  or  individual  as  sacred  by  virtue  of  its  established  religious 
significance  to  or  ceremonial  use  by  a  tribal  religion  and  identified  as  such  to  the  land  managing 
agency.  EO  13007  also  requires  agencies  to  accommodate  access  to,  and  ceremonial  use  of, 
sacred  sites  by  tribal  religious  practitioners  and  to  avoid  adversely  affecting  their  physical 
integrity. 

B,6.2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

“Cultural  Resources  Management,”  DoDI  4715.16,  (DoD  2008),  and  AFI  32-7065, 
“Cultural  Resources  Management,”  (USAF  2004)  outline  and  specify  proper  procedures  for 
cultural  resource  management  on  USAF  bases. 

Eaws  pertinent  to  the  proposed  action  include  the  NHPA  of  1966,  as  amended;  the  Antiquities 
Act  of  1906;  the  Historic  Sites  Act  of  1935;  NEPA;  the  Archaeological  and  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1974;  the  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979;  the  Native  American  Graves 
Protection  and  Repatriation  Act  of  1990;  and  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act  of 
1978. 

Under  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  the  USAF  is  required  to  consider  the  effects  of  its  undertakings 
at  each  location  on  historic  properties  listed,  or  eligible  for  listing,  in  the  NRHP  and  to  consult 
with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO),  Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office,  and 
others  regarding  potential  effects  as  per  36  CFR  800.  Under  AFI  32-7065,  recorded  cultural 
resources  not  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  must  be  managed  as  eligible.  Under  Section  110  of 
the  NHPA,  each  location  is  mandated  to  maintain  an  active  historic  preservation  program  and 
provide  stewardship  of  cultural  resources  “consistent  with  the  preservation  of  such  properties  and 
the  mission  of  the  agency  (Section  470  h-2(a)).” 
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Federal  regulations  governing  cultural  resource  activities  include  the  following:  36  CFR  800, 
Protection  of  Historic  Properties  (incorporating  amendments  effective  August  5, 2004); 
36  CFR  79,  Curation  of  Federally  Owned  and  Administered  Archaeological  Collections', 
43  CFR  7,  Protection  of  Archaeological  Resources',  36  CFR  60,  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places',  and  36  CFR  63,  Determinations  of  Eligibility  for  Inclusion  in  the  National  Register. 
Cultural  resource-related  EOs  that  may  affect  the  locations  include  the  following:  EO  11593, 
Protection  and  Enhancement  of  the  Cultural  Environment',  EO  13007,  Indian  Sacred  Sites', 
EO  13175,  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments',  and  EO  13287, 
Preserve  America. 

B.6.3  METHODOLOGY 

Impact  analysis  for  cultural  resources  focuses  on  assessing  whether  the  KC-46A  mission  would 
have  the  potential  to  affect  cultural  resources  that  are  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  or  have 
traditional  significance  for  tribes.  Eor  this  Einal  EIS,  impact  analysis  for  cultural  resources 
focuses  on,  but  is  not  limited  to,  guidelines  and  standards  set  forth  in  NHPA  Section  106’s 
implementing  regulations  (36  CER  800).  Under  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  the  proponent  of  the 
action  is  responsible  for  determining  whether  any  historic  properties  are  located  in  the  area, 
assessing  whether  the  proposed  undertaking  would  adversely  affect  the  resources,  and  notifying 
the  SHPO  of  any  adverse  effects.  An  adverse  effect  is  any  action  that  may  directly  or  indirectly 
change  the  characteristics  that  make  the  historic  property  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  If  an 
adverse  effect  is  identified,  the  Eederal  agency  consults  with  the  SHPO  and  federally  recognized 
tribes  to  develop  measures  to  avoid,  minimize,  or  mitigate  the  adverse  effects  of  the  undertaking. 

Analysis  of  potential  impacts  on  cultural  resources  considers  both  direct  and  indirect  impacts. 

Impacts  may  occur  through  the  following: 

•  Physically  altering,  damaging,  or  destroying  all  or  part  of  a  resource 

•  Altering  characteristics  of  the  surrounding  environment  that  contribute  to  the  resource’s 
significance 

•  Introducing  visual  or  audible  elements  that  are  out  of  character  with  the  property  or  alter 
its  setting 

•  Neglecting  the  resource  to  the  extent  that  it  deteriorates  or  is  destroyed 

Direct  impacts  are  assessed  by  (1)  identifying  the  nature  and  location  of  all  elements  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives;  (2)  comparing  those  locations  with  identified  historic 
properties,  sensitive  areas,  and  surveyed  locations;  (3)  determining  the  known  or  potential 
significance  of  historic  properties  that  could  be  affected;  and  (4)  assessing  the  extent  and 
intensity  of  the  effects.  Indirect  impacts  occur  later  in  time  or  farther  from  the  proposed  action. 
Indirect  impacts  on  cultural  resources  generally  result  from  the  effects  of  project-induced 
population  increases,  such  as  the  need  to  develop  new  housing  areas,  utility  services,  and  other 
support  functions  to  accommodate  population  growth,  or  increased  visitation  of  a  remote  area 
due  to  improved  vehicle  access.  These  activities  and  the  subsequent  use  of  the  facilities  can 
impact  cultural  resources. 

A  key  component  of  this  analysis  is  defining  the  area  of  potential  effect,  defined  as  “the 
geographic  area  or  areas  within  which  an  undertaking  may  directly  or  indirectly  cause  alterations 
in  the  character  or  use  of  historic  properties,  if  any  such  properties  exist”  (36  CFR  800.16(d)). 
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Archaeological  and  historic  architectural  resources  at  the  bases  were  characterized  using  existing 
survey  and  analysis  information  from  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plans 
(ICRMPs),  archaeological  survey  reports,  historic  buildings  survey  reports,  local  histories,  and 
the  records  of  the  NRHP  and  National  Historic  Landmarks.  These  documents  provided 
information  on  known  locations  of  significant  resources.  In  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the 
NHPA,  the  USAF  consulted  with  the  relevant  SHPOs  regarding  the  area  of  potential  effect  and 
potential  cultural  resource  concerns  for  the  proposed  action.  NRHP-eligible  or  -listed  properties 
at  each  base  are  identified  in  the  base-specific  sections. 

The  potential  for  traditional  resources  at  the  bases  was  identified  using  ICRMPS  and  information 
provided  by  base  cultural  resource  management  staff.  Potentially  interested  tribes  were  contacted 
to  request  information  on  potential  concerns  about  the  proposed  action. 

In  this  analysis,  demolition,  construction,  and  other  base-specific  actions  needed  to  support  the 
KC-46A  basing  are  part  of  the  alternatives.  The  assessment  of  adverse  effects  takes  into  account 
both  the  potential  for  physical  damage  or  destruction  of  historic  properties  at  the  bases  and  the 
potential  adverse  effects  of  visual  intrusions,  noise,  and  vibration  on  historic  properties  at  the 
bases.  Properties  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP  for  their  scientific  information  potential 
generally  are  not  adversely  affected  by  the  introduction  of  auditory  or  visual  intrusions. 
Conversely,  if  integrity  of  setting  or  feeling  is  an  important  element  of  a  property’s  eligibility, 
that  property  may  be  adversely  affected  by  the  introduction  of  auditory  or  visual  intrusions. 

Impacts  on  properties  of  traditional  religious  and  cultural  importance  (hereafter  referred  to  as 
“traditional  cultural  resources”)  can  result  from  noise  and  visual  effects  of  aircraft  overflights  on 
rituals  and  ceremonies  and  on  wildlife  resources.  The  USAF’s  ongoing  consultation  with  tribes 
may  identify  places  of  traditional  cultural  importance  or  other  types  of  cultural  resources  that  might 
be  adversely  affected  by  auditory  or  visual  intrusions  or  other  elements  of  the  proposed  action. 

B,7  LAND  USE 

B,7.1  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

Land  use  describes  the  way  the  natural  landscape  has  been  modified  or  managed  to  provide  for 
human  needs.  In  developed  and  urbanized  areas,  land  uses  typically  include  residential, 
commercial,  industrial,  utilities  and  transportation,  recreation,  open  space,  and  mixes  of  these 
basic  types.  Other  uses  such  as  mining,  extractive  activities,  agriculture,  forestry,  and  specially 
protected  areas  (such  as  larger  monuments,  parks,  and  preserves)  are  usually  found  on  the  fringes 
or  outside  of  urbanized  areas.  Plans  and  policies  guide  how  land  resources  are  allocated  and 
managed  to  best  serve  multiple  needs  and  interests.  Ordinances  and  regulations  define  specific 
limitations  on  uses. 

The  attributes  of  land  use  addressed  in  this  analysis  include  general  land  use  patterns  within  and 
surrounding  each  military  base  and  the  land  use  regulatory  setting.  The  regulatory  setting  is  the 
framework  for  managing  land  use  and  approving  new  development.  It  pertains  to  Federal,  state, 
and  local  statutes,  regulations,  plans,  programs,  and  ordinances. 

Region  of  Influence.  The  ROI  for  the  land  use  analyses  in  this  Final  EIS  includes  the  land 
within  and  surrounding  each  base.  The  analysis  considers  an  area  that  encompasses  the  full 
extent  of  airfield  accident  zones,  and  areas  exposed  to  noise  levels  of  concern,  plus  a  reasonable 
buffer  of  a  few  miles.  This  ROI  provides  for  a  wider  context  of  jurisdictional  divisions  that 
influence  land  use  patterns  around  each  base. 
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B.7.2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

The  regulatory  setting  for  land  use  includes  the  key  Federal,  state,  and  local  statutes,  regulations, 
plans,  policies,  and  programs  applicable  to  land  use  on  and  near  each  base.  The  land  use 
discipline  assumed  the  Federal  noise  compatibility  requirements  as  identified  below. 

Airfield  and  Heliport  Planning  and  Design  -  DoD  UFC  3-260-01.  Several  siting  criteria  have 
been  established  specific  to  land  development  and  use  at  commercial  and  military  airfields. 
To  maintain  safety,  the  USAF  adheres  to  guidelines  set  forth  in  UFC  3-260-01,  Airfield  and 
Heliport  Planning  and  Design  (UFC  3-260-01).  These  criteria  include  CZs,  APZs,  and  other 
obstruction  zones  relative  to  airfield  environments.  These  and  other  criteria  related  to  safety, 
security,  and  other  land  use  issues  are  used  to  assist  planners  and  decision  makers  with 
appropriate  siting  of  facilities  affecting  design  and  physical  layout  of  USAF  bases. 

FICUN  Land  Use  Guidelines  (1980).  In  1980,  FICUN  was  formed  to  develop  Federal  policy  and 
guidance  on  noise.  The  committee  included  the  USEPA,  FAA,  Federal  Highway  Administration, 
DoD,  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Veterans 
Affairs.  The  designations  contained  in  the  FICUN  compatibility  table  for  land  use  do  not 
constitute  a  Federal  determination  that  any  use  of  land  covered  by  the  program  is  acceptable  or 
unacceptable  under  Federal,  state,  or  local  law.  The  responsibility  for  determining  the  acceptable 
and  permissible  land  uses  and  the  relationship  between  specific  properties  and  specific  noise 
contours  rests  with  the  local  authorities. 

Air  Installation  Compatibility  Use  Zone  (AICUZ)  Program  (DoDI  4165.57).  Establishes  the 
AICUZ  program,  which  is  similar  to  the  FAA’s  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  Part  150  program 
for  civil  airports.  The  AICUZ  program  is  a  DoD  discretionary  program  designed  to  promote 
compatible  land  use  around  military  airfields.  The  military  services  maintain  an  AICUZ  program 
to  protect  the  operational  integrity  of  their  flying  mission. 

Areas  around  airfields  are  exposed  to  the  potential  of  aircraft  accidents  despite  well-maintained 
aircraft  with  highly  trained  aircrews.  DoD  developed  the  AICUZ  program  to  aid  in  the 
development  of  planning  mechanisms  that  protect  the  safety  and  health  of  personnel  on  and  near 
military  airfields  and  to  preserve  operational  capabilities.  The  AICUZ  program  consists  of  three 
distinct  parts:  APZs,  hazards  to  air  navigation  (height  and  obstruction  criteria  established  by  the 
FAA),  and  noise  zones. 

Bases  use  the  AICUZ  program  to  provide  land  use  compatibility  guidelines  for  areas  exposed  to 
increased  safety  risks  and  noise  near  the  airfield.  The  noise  compatibility  guidelines 
recommended  in  the  AICUZ  program  are  similar  to  those  used  by  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  and  FAA  to  provide  information  to  surrounding  jurisdictions  to  guide 
planning  and  regulation  of  land  use.  When  noise  levels  exceed  a  DNE  of  65  dB,  residential  land 
uses  are  normally  considered  incompatible. 

B,7.3  METHODOLOGY 

Potential  impacts  on  land  use  can  result  from  actions  that  (1)  change  the  suitability  of  a  location 
for  its  current  or  planned  use  (e.g.,  noise  exposure  in  residential  areas);  (2)  cause  conditions  that 
are  unsafe  for  the  public  welfare;  (3)  conflict  with  the  current  and  planned  use  of  the  area  based 
on  current  zoning,  amendments,  agreements,  regulatory  restrictions,  management,  and  land  use 
plans;  or  (4)  displace  a  current  use  with  a  use  that  does  not  meet  the  goals,  objectives,  and 
desired  use  for  an  area  based  on  public  plans  or  resolutions.  The  degree  of  land  use  effects 
(negligible,  minor,  moderate,  or  significant)  is  based  on  the  level  of  land  use  sensitivity  in  areas 


Final 


B-24 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


affected  by  a  proposed  action,  the  magnitude  of  change,  and  the  compatibility  of  a  proposed 
action  with  existing  or  planned  land  uses.  The  assessment  considers  multiple  contextual  factors 
that  are  both  quantified  and  qualitative. 

The  evaluation  primarily  focuses  on  changes  resulting  from  the  action  that  may  affect  off-base 
areas.  Also  considered  are  potential  effects  on  community  amenities  within  the  base  such  as 
schools,  child  care  facilities,  and  housing  areas.  For  each  scenario,  the  following  land  use  impact 
drivers  are  considered: 

•  Construction  and  demolition  on  base  (effects  such  as  temporary  dust,  noise  and  traffic 
and  longer-term  noise  or  visual  changes  affecting  community  areas  and  nearby  off-base 
locations).  The  assessment  considers  the  extent  of  redevelopment,  duration,  and 
proximity  to  sensitive  locations  of  on-base  and  off-base  areas. 

•  O&M  activities  for  the  new  mission  (generating  noise,  odors,  or  traffic).  The  assessment 
considers  whether  the  action  involves  any  unusual  or  new  activities,  and  proximity  to 
sensitive  locations  of  on-base  and  off-base  areas. 

•  Aircraft  operations  at  the  base  and  in  the  surrounding  area,  including  engine  run  ups, 
takeoffs  and  landings,  and  closed  pattern  work.  The  assessment  evaluates  changes  in 
noise  exposure  levels  and  the  location  of  noise  relative  to  existing  land  use,  planned  uses, 
and  zoning,  focusing  on  land  use  compatibility  with  projected  noise  levels  and  accident 
potential  following  DoD  guidelines. 

•  Change  in  base  population  (causing  indirect  impacts  such  as  congestion  in  nearby 
neighborhoods). 

The  following  steps  are  used  to  evaluate  the  impacts  on  land  use  from  the  proposed  alternatives: 

1.  Characterize  and  describe  existing  land  use  and  conditions  (Volume  I,  Chapter  3). 

•  Describe  general  context  for  the  base  in  the  local  area  (whether  urbanized,  rural,  or 
natural)  and  describe  jurisdictional  boundaries  within  the  area  around  the  airfield. 

•  Describe  the  overall  organization  of  functions  on  the  base  (using  site  plans.  Base 
General  Plans,  other  NEPA  documents). 

•  Describe  the  land  use  setting  surrounding  the  base,  using  aerial  photography 
(National  Agriculture  Imagery  Program  [NAIP]  1-meter  aerial  imagery),  notes 
from  site  visits,  land  use  plans  by  local  jurisdictions,  current  zoning. 

•  Describe  current  compatibility  planning  efforts  for  the  base  and  status  of 
compatibility  around  the  airfield  (based  on  AICUZ  studies.  Joint  Land  Use 
Studies,  airfield  zoning  districts,  airfield  noise  complaint  logs). 

•  Identify  current  noise  exposure  for  land  uses  surrounding  the  airfield  (using  maps 
with  baseline  noise  contours  superimposed  on  aerial  photography),  describe  noise 
levels  affecting  current  uses  and  compatibility  of  the  current  exposure  levels,  and 
identify  specific  sensitive  receptors  affected  by  incompatible  noise  levels  (such  as 
schools  and  child  development  centers)  based  on  the  DoD  noise  compatibility 
guidelines. 

2.  Evaluate  effects  on  land  use  of  new  construction  and  demolition.  The  analysis  considers 
direct  and  indirect  effects  of  redevelopment  based  on  size  of  construction  effort,  location 
of  projects  relative  to  sensitive  uses  (for  example,  new  industrial-type  functions  relative 
to  family  housing  areas),  and  duration  of  construction. 
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3.  Evaluate  effects  on  land  use  of  new  O&M  activities.  Qualitatively  consider  if  changes  in 
O&M  activities  can  have  indirect  effects  on  the  suitability  of  areas  outside  the  base  for 
their  current  or  planned  uses.  These  effects  may  include  dust,  noise,  traffic,  visual 
modifications. 

4.  Assess  whether  any  induced  changes  such  as  new  housing  demands  in  the  local  area  pose 
any  particular  concerns  for  land  use. 

5.  Quantify  and  locate  changes  in  noise  exposure  from  aircraft  operations. 

•  Estimate  change  in  acreage  of  land  on  and  off  the  base  exposed  to  noise  levels  of 
65  dB  DNE  and  greater  at  5  dB  intervals.  Consider  the  relative  degree  of  change 
in  exposure  in  the  surrounding  area. 

•  Overlay  projected  and  baseline  noise  contours  on  aerial  photographs  to  locate 
where  changes  in  noise  exposure  would  occur.  Identify  projected  noise  exposure 
for  land  uses  surrounding  the  airfield  (using  maps  with  baseline  noise  contours 
superimposed  on  aerial  photography).  Describe  where  the  changes  occur,  what 
land  use  is  affected,  degree  of  change  (decibel  increase),  and  compatibility  of  the 
land  use  with  the  change. 

•  Where  changes  in  exposure  interact  with  incompatible  land  use,  a  more  careful 
evaluation  of  the  zoning  and  potential  future  development  of  the  affected  area  is 
included.  This  considers  potential  for  future  changes  in  land  use  or  infill  that 
could  heighten  an  existing  incompatible  condition.  Where  residential  land  is 
impacted,  review  of  aerial  photography  and  zoning  ordinances  is  used  to 
determine  the  relative  density  of  homes  and  potential  for  future  infill.  The 
analysis  also  identifies  how  and  if  current  noise  compatibility  planning  is 
adequate  to  protect  airfield  and  community  interests. 

6.  The  impact  assessment  considers  the  degree  or  intensity  of  projected  accident  risk  at  the 
airfield  in  combination  with  current  or  possible  future  incompatible  uses  in  the  APZs 
(context).  The  analysis  rates  the  degree  of  existing  land  use  compatibility  in  the  CZs  and 
APZs  based  on  DoD’s  land  use  compatibility  guidelines  using  levels  of  incompatible  land 
uses  and  occupied  structures  within  the  APZs  and  CZs.  Because  accident  risk  is 
extremely  low,  the  current  condition  of  land  use  compatibility  in  the  APZs  and  CZs  is  the 
dominant  criteria  in  assessing  impacts  on  land  use. 

B.8  INFRASTRUCTURE 

B,8.1  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

Infrastructure  consists  of  the  systems  and  physical  structures  that  enable  the  population  of  a 
USAE  base  to  function.  Infrastructure  is  primarily  human-made,  with  a  high  correlation  between 
the  type  and  extent  of  infrastructure  and  the  degree  to  which  an  area  is  characterized  as  urban,  or 
developed  built  environment.  The  availability  of  infrastructure  and  its  capacity  for  expansion  are 
essential  to  the  ability  of  the  base  to  carry  out  a  specific  mission,  operations,  and  provide  for  the 
needs  of  the  employees  and  residents. 

Utilities  analyzed  for  each  of  the  four  bases  in  this  Einal  EIS  include  water  supply  and 
distribution,  sanitary  sewer  and  wastewater  systems,  stormwater  drainage,  electrical  system, 
natural  gas,  solid  waste,  and  transportation.  Solid  waste  management  primarily  relates  to  the 
availability  of  systems  and  landfills  to  support  a  population’s  residential,  commercial,  and 
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industrial  needs.  AFI 32-7042,  “Waste  Management,”  incorporates  the  requirements  of 
Subtitle  D,  40  CFR  240  through  244,  257,  and  258,  applicable  Federal  regulations,  AFIs,  and 
DoD  directives.  It  also  establishes  the  requirement  for  bases  to  have  a  solid  waste  management 
plan;  procedures  for  handling,  storage,  collection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  record  keeping 
and  reporting;  and  pollution  prevention  (USAF  2009).  The  infrastructure  information  contained 
in  this  section  provides  a  brief  overview  of  each  infrastructure  component  and  describes  its 
capacities,  effectiveness,  deficiencies,  and  existing  general  condition. 

Transportation  infrastructure  includes  the  public  roadway  network,  public  transportation 
systems,  airports,  railroads,  pedestrian/bicycle  facilities,  and  waterborne  transportation  required 
for  the  movement  of  people,  materials,  and  goods.  The  proposed  action  has  the  potential  to 
impact  the  public  roadways  that  provide  access  to  the  bases,  base  access  control  points  or  gates, 
and  the  internal  roadway  systems  of  the  bases.  Roadways  are  typically  assigned  a  functional 
classification  by  state  departments  of  transportation.  Functional  classification  is  the  process  by 
which  streets  and  highways  are  grouped  into  classes,  or  systems,  according  to  the  character  of 
service  they  are  intended  to  provide.  The  three  main  functional  classifications  for  roadways 
include: 

•  Arterial  -  These  roadways  provided  mobility  so  traffic  can  move  from  one  place  to 
another  quickly  and  safely. 

•  Collector  -  These  roadways  link  arterials  and  local  roads  and  perform  some  of  the  duties 
of  each. 

•  Local  -  These  roadways  provide  access  to  homes,  businesses,  and  other  property. 

B,8.2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

There  is  no  applicable  regulatory  setting  for  infrastmcture  and  transportation  resources. 

B.8.3  METHODOLOGY 

Effects  on  infrastructure  were  evaluated  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  based  on  the 
potential  for  disruption  or  improvement  of  existing  levels  of  service  and  additional  needs  for 
water,  energy  and  natural  gas  consumption,  wastewater  and  stormwater  drainage  systems,  and 
solid  waste  system  availability.  Changes  in  population  and  proposed  development  were  used  to 
determine  impact  on  infrastructure.  For  each  scenario,  the  maximum  demand  or  impact  to 
capacity  was  calculated  for  the  potable  water,  wastewater,  electric  and  natural  gas  systems  based 
on  the  change  in  population.  For  the  transportation  analysis,  any  change  in  population  was 
assumed  to  reside  off  base. 

The  impact  analysis  consisted  of  a  quantitative  assessment,  based  on  available  information  for 
average  and  peak  use  and  demand  data  for  each  on-base  utility  and  the  ability  of  a  utility 
provider  to  absorb  a  given  level  of  demand  increase  for  its  service  area,  and  a  qualitative 
assessment  of  the  physical  condition  of  each  on-base  system.  Impacts  might  arise  from  physical 
changes  to  utility  supply  and  distribution  systems  over  their  design  life  cycle  and  energy  needs 
created  by  either  direct  or  indirect  workforce  and  population  changes  related  to  base  activities. 
An  effect  would  be  considered  adverse  if  the  proposed  FTU  or  MOB  1  scenario  requirements 
caused  any  of  the  following: 

•  A  violation  of  a  permit  condition  or  contract  with  a  utility  provider 

•  A  capacity  exceedance  of  a  utility  or  solid  waste  facility 
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•  If  a  system  could  not  sustain  a  mission  increase  due  to  poor  condition,  inefficient 
function,  or  operation 

•  If  a  mission  increase  would  require  costly  upgrades 

•  A  long-term  interruption  of  a  utility 

To  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  transportation  resources, 
increased  utilization  of  the  existing  roadway  system  and  base  access  gates  due  to  the  potential 
increase  of  personnel  is  analyzed,  as  well  as  potential  effects  of  construction  activities.  Impacts 
could  arise  from  physical  changes  to  circulation,  construction-related  traffic  delays,  and  changes 
in  traffic  volumes.  Adverse  impacts  on  roadway  capacities  would  be  significant  if  roads  with  no 
history  of  capacity  exceedance  had  to  operate  at  or  above  their  full  design  capacity  as  a  result  of 
implementation  of  the  KC-46A  scenarios. 

B.9  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  AND  WASTE 

B,9.1  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

The  terms  “hazardous  materials”  and  “hazardous  waste”  refer  to  substances  that,  because  of  their 
quantity,  concentration,  or  physical,  chemical,  or  infectious  characteristic,  may  present 
substantial  danger  to  public  health  or  the  environment  when  released  into  the  environment. 

Products  containing  hazardous  materials  that  may  result  in  the  generation  of  hazardous  waste 
include  aviation  fuel,  adhesives,  sealants,  conversion  coatings,  corrosion  preventative 
compounds,  hydraulic  fluids,  lubricants,  oils,  paints,  polishes,  thinners,  and  cleaners. 

B.9.2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

The  key  Federal  regulatory  requirements  related  to  hazardous  materials  and  waste  include: 

•  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  of  1976  (42  U.S.C.  6901  et  seq.) 

•  Emergency  Planning  and  Community  Right-to-Know  Act  of  1986  (42  U.S.C.  1 1001-11050) 

•  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Eiability  Act  of  1980,  as 
amended  by  the  Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act  of  1986 
(42  U.S.C.  9601-9675) 

•  Community  Environmental  Response  Eacilitation  Act  of  1992  (42  U.S.C.  9620) 

•  Asbestos  Hazard  Emergency  Response  Act  (15  U.S.C.  2651) 

•  Spill  Prevention,  Control  and  Countermeasure  Rule  (40  CER  112) 

•  USEPA  Regulation  on  Identification  and  Eisting  of  Hazardous  Waste  (40  CER  261) 

•  USEPA  Regulation  on  Standards  for  the  Management  of  Used  Oil  (40  CER  279) 

•  USEPA  Regulation  on  Designation,  Reportable  Quantities,  and  Notification  (40  CER  302) 

•  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in  Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance 

•  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  of  1976  (40  CER  700-766) 

•  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970,  including  the  1990  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  (40  CER  61) 

Several  USAE  regulations  address  the  management  and  safe  handling  of  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  in  accordance  with  applicable  Eederal  and  state  regulations.  These  include: 
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•  AFI  32-7086,  “Hazardous  Material  Management” 

•  AFI  32-7042,  “Solid  and  Hazardous  Waste  Compliance” 

•  AFI  32-1052,  “Facility  Asbestos  Management” 

B.9.3  METHODOLOGY 

The  exact  amounts  of  hazardous  waste  that  would  be  generated  under  each  scenario  are  unknown 
at  this  time.  The  qualitative  and  quantitative  assessment  of  impacts  from  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  management  focuses  on  how  (context)  and  to  what  degree  (intensity)  each  location  could 
affect  hazardous  materials  usage  and  management,  hazardous  waste  generation  and  management, 
and  hazardous  waste  disposal.  Potential  impacts  related  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  were 
analyzed  for  the  following  five  effects: 

1 .  Generation  of  hazardous  material/waste  types  or  quantities  could  not  be  accommodated 
by  the  current  management  system. 

2.  Increased  likelihood  of  an  uncontrolled  release  of  hazardous  materials  that  could 
contaminate  the  soil,  surface  water,  groundwater,  or  air. 

3.  Non-compliance  with  applicable  Federal  and  state  regulations  as  a  result  of  the  proposed 
action. 

4.  Disturbance  or  creation  of  contaminated  sites,  resulting  in  adverse  effects  on  human 
health  and/or  the  environment. 

5 .  Established  management  policies,  procedures,  and  handling  capacities  could  not 
accommodate  the  proposed  action. 

B.IO  SOCIOECONOMICS 

B.lO.l  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

Socioeconomics  refers  to  features  or  characteristics  of  the  social  and  economic  environment.  The 
main  concern  for  socioeconomic  resources  is  the  change  in  personnel  associated  with  the 
KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  that  could  potentially  impact  population,  employment, 
earnings,  housing,  education,  and  public  services. 

B,10.2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

There  is  no  applicable  regulatory  setting  for  socioeconomics. 

B.10.3  METHODOLOGY 

The  socioeconomic  analysis  focuses  on  the  effects  resulting  from  the  personnel  changes,  as  well 
as  construction  and/or  operation  and  maintenance  under  each  scenario.  To  estimate  the  changes 
in  population  to  the  ROI,  the  total  number  of  military  personnel,  military  dependents  and  family 
members,  and  students  (if  any)  as  indicated  in  the  personnel  tables  in  Volume  I,  Chapter  2 
(Tables  2-4,  2-7,  2-10,  2-13,  2-16,  2-19)  were  added  together  and  assumed  to  be  migrating  to  the 
area.  For  this  analysis,  any  DoD  civilians,  part-time  Reservists,  or  contractors  (other  base 
personnel)  identified  in  Volume  I,  Chapter  2,  associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU  scenario,  MOB  1 
scenario,  or  KC-135  mission  were  assumed  to  be  from  the  local  population  and  were  not 
considered  to  be  incoming  personnel.  Therefore,  under  these  assumptions,  the  changes  to  the 
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number  of  DoD  civilians,  part-time  Reservists,  and  contractors  would  not  impact  population, 
housing,  education,  or  public  services. 

To  determine  the  change  in  on-base  jobs,  the  total  change  in  full-time  military  personnel, 
students  (if  any),  DoD  civilians,  and  contractors  was  added  to  the  existing  on-base  total  work 
force.  Part-time  Reservists  were  not  considered  to  be  part  of  the  work  force  since  the  Air  Force 
Reserves  typically  only  serve  one  weekend  per  month,  in  any  areas  they  choose  to  live,  and  are 
on  temporary  duty  assignment  two  weeks  a  year.  For  this  reason,  any  change  in  the  number  of 
part-time  Reservists  associated  with  each  scenario  was  also  not  considered  as  part  of  the 
incoming  population  that  would  impact  housing,  economic  activity,  education,  public  services, 
and  base  services. 

The  economic  impact  analysis  used  to  determine  the  effect  of  construction  and  operation  and 
maintenance  costs  (if  any)  was  conducted  using  the  Impact  Analysis  for  Planning  (IMPLAN) 
economic  forecasting  model.  The  IMPLAN  model  uses  data  from  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  and  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  to  construct  a  mathematical  representation 
of  the  local  economics  using  the  region- specific  spending  patterns,  economic  multipliers,  and 
industries  (MIG  2012).  In  this  analysis,  the  IMPLAN  model  provided  representations  of  the 
county- wide  economy  at  each  location.  Economic  impacts  are  analyzed  by  introducing  a  change 
to  a  specific  industry  in  the  form  of  increased  or  decreased  employment  or  spending;  the 
IMPEAN  model  mathematically  calculates  the  resulting  changes  in  the  local  economy.  In  this 
analysis,  the  IMPEAN  model  estimates  the  economic  effects  of  the  incoming  personnel  on 
spending  and  employment  in  the  established  ROI.  The  economic  impacts  analysis  separates 
effects  into  three  components:  direct,  indirect,  and  induced.  Direct  effects  are  the  change  in 
employment  and  income  generated  directly  by  the  expenditures  of  the  incoming  or  outgoing 
personnel.  To  produce  the  goods  and  services  demanded  by  the  incoming  personnel,  businesses, 
in  turn,  may  need  to  purchase  additional  goods  and  services  from  other  businesses.  The 
employment  and  incomes  generated  by  these  secondary  purchases  would  result  in  the  indirect 
effects.  Induced  effects  are  the  increased  household  spending  generated  by  the  direct  and  indirect 
effects.  The  overall  effect  from  the  economic  impact  analysis  is  the  total  number  of  jobs  created 
throughout  the  ROI  by  the  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  effects.  The  construction  and  O&M  costs 
used  in  the  economic  activity  section  were  provided  by  the  USAE  during  the  site  survey  reports. 

To  determine  whether  the  local  housing  market  could  support  the  personnel  associated  with  the 
ETU  or  MOB  1  scenarios,  several  assumptions  were  made.  The  first  assumption  was  that  DoD 
civilians,  part-time  Reservists,  and  contractors  were  already  residing  in  the  local  population  and 
any  change  to  the  number  of  these  personnel  would  not  influence  the  local  housing  market.  The 
second  assumption  was  that  the  total  number  of  homes  required  off  base  was  equal  to  the  total 
number  of  incoming  full-time  military  personnel.  This  number  was  compared  against  the  number 
of  vacant  housing  units  as  defined  by  the  2010  census.  If  the  number  of  incoming  full-time 
military  personnel  did  not  exceed  the  number  of  vacant  housing  units  as  defined  by  the 
2010  census,  the  housing  market  in  the  ROI  was  anticipated  to  be  able  to  support  the  incoming 
population. 

Students  assigned  to  the  ETU  would  be  assumed  to  be  in  transient  status.  Of  the  200  students 
associated  with  the  ETU  scenario,  180  students  would  be  lodged  in  either  on  base  or  off  base 
facilities.  The  other  20  students  would  be  assumed  to  be  non-prior  service  Airmen,  and  would 
thus  be  required  to  live  in  an  on  base  dormitory.  Therefore,  under  each  of  the  ETU  scenarios, 
there  would  be  a  potential  need  for  180  lodging  units  on  or  off  base  and  20  dormitory  units  on 
base  to  support  the  average  daily  student  load  of  200. 
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To  determine  the  total  dependents  for  each  base  associated  with  the  KC-46A  mission  and 
KC-135  drawdown  mission  (where  appropriate),  65  percent  of  all  full-time  military  personnel,  as 
identified  in  the  personnel  tables  in  Volume  I,  Chapter  2  (See  Tables  2-4,  2-7,  2-10,  2-13,  2-16, 
2-19),  were  assumed  to  be  accompanied.  Each  accompanied  military  member  was  assumed  to  be 
accompanied  by  2.5  dependents,  or  1  spouse  and  approximately  1.5  children.  All  children  were 
assumed  to  be  of  school  age.  Therefore,  to  determine  the  total  number  of  school-aged  children,  a 
multiplier  of  1.5  was  applied  to  65  percent  of  the  full-time  military  personnel. 

Public  services  were  analyzed  by  considering  the  overall  percentage  change  to  the  county 
population.  Base  services  were  analyzed  by  considering  the  capacity,  staffing,  and  infrastructure 
available  to  support  the  incoming  personnel. 

The  magnitude  of  potential  impacts  can  vary  greatly,  depending  on  the  location  of  the  proposed 
action.  If  potential  socioeconomic  changes  were  to  result  in  substantial  shifts  in  population  trends 
or  a  decrease  in  regional  spending  or  earning  patterns,  those  effects  would  be  considered  adverse. 
A  proposed  action  could  have  a  significant  effect  with  respect  to  socioeconomic  conditions  in  the 
surrounding  ROI  if  the  following  were  to  occur: 

•  Change  in  the  local  business  volume,  employment,  or  population  that  exceeds  the  ROFs 
historical  annual  change 

•  Adverse  change  on  social  services  or  social  conditions,  including  property  values,  school 
enrollment,  county  or  municipal  expenditures,  or  crime  rates 

B,  1 1  ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE  AND  PROTECTION  OF  CHILDREN 

B.ll.l  RESOURCE  DEFINITION 

The  resource  considered  for  environmental  justice  is  potentially  affected  populations  that  meet 
certain  characteristics  based  on  race,  income,  and  age.  The  resource  is  defined  relatively,  in  order 
to  understand  if  impacts  from  an  action  are  occurring  in  areas  that  are  disproportionately 
composed  of  minorities,  low-income  persons,  and  children.  This  concern  arises  because  large 
impact  projects  have  historically  used  sites  where  real  estate  values  are  lower  and/or  more 
industrialized.  Locations  with  low  property  values  have  tended  to  attract  development  of 
affordable  and  marginal  housing.  This  dynamic  tends  to  perpetuate  and  often  pre-dates  the 
enactment  of  community  land  use  ordinances.  The  intent  of  environmental  justice  is  to  reduce 
the  burden  of  impacts  on  socially  and  economically  vulnerable  populations. 

B,11.2  REGULATORY  SETTING 

Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low -Income 
Populations,  EO  12898,  directs  Eederal  agencies  to  address  environmental  and  human  health 
conditions  in  minority  and  low-income  communities.  In  addition  to  environmental  justice  issues 
are  concerns  pursuant  to  EO  13045,  Protection  of  Children  from  Environmental  Health  Risks 
and  Safety  Risks,  which  directs  Eederal  agencies  to  identify  and  assess  environmental  health  and 
safety  risks  that  may  disproportionately  affect  children. 

USAE  guidance  for  implementation  of  the  EO  is  contained  in  the  Guide  for  Environmental  Justice 
Analysis  with  the  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process,  dated  November  1997  (CEQ  1997). 
Minority  populations  include  all  persons  identified  by  the  2010  census  to  be  of  Hispanic  origin, 
regardless  of  race,  and  all  persons  not  of  Hispanic  origin  other  than  White  (i.e.,  non-Hispanic  persons 
who  are  Black,  American  Indian,  Eskimo  or  Aleut,  Asian  or  Pacific  Islander,  or  other  race). 
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The  2010  census  did  not  collect  information  on  income  or  poverty  levels.  The  latest  information 
on  poverty  was  released  in  2012  as  a  5-year  average  from  2007  to  2011  as  part  of  the  American 
Community  Survey.  Low-income  populations  include  persons  living  below  the  poverty  level. 
The  poverty  level  or  threshold  varies  by  size  of  family  and  number  of  children  under  18  years 
(i.e.,  $23,021  for  a  family  of  four  in  2011).  If  the  total  family  income  is  less  than  the  threshold, 
then  the  family  and  every  individual  in  it  (or  unrelated  individuals)  is  in  poverty.  The  percentage 
of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  U.S.  Census 
Bureau  determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  slightly  lower  number  than  the  total 
population,  as  it  excludes  institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  in 
college  dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals  under  15  years  old. 

B,ll,3  METHODOLOGY 

Analysis  of  environmental  justice  focuses  on  potentially  unavoidable  significant  adverse  impacts 
on  any  of  the  resource  areas  evaluated  in  this  Final  EIS.  If  no  potentially  significant  impacts  are 
identified,  an  evaluation  of  environmental  justice  is  not  triggered.  Where  potentially  significant 
impacts  are  identified  in  the  EIS,  the  percentages  of  low-income  persons,  minority  persons,  and 
children  under  18  are  calculated  for  the  population  of  the  affected  area.  These  percentages  are 
compared  to  those  of  the  region  of  comparison  to  determine  if  the  affected  population  is 
disproportionately  composed  of  low-income  persons,  minority  persons,  and  children  under 
age  18  (i.e.,  higher  than  the  region  of  comparison). 

Since  the  proposed  construction  activities  would  occur  within  the  base  boundaries,  the  only 
action  with  the  potential  to  cause  adverse  impacts  is  related  to  the  new  noise  levels  generated  in 
the  vicinity  of  each  of  the  bases  under  consideration  for  the  ETU  or  MOB  1  actions.  Therefore, 
the  ROI  for  the  environmental  justice  analysis  in  this  Einal  EIS  uses  the  county  as  the  region  of 
comparison,  and  focuses  on  the  demographics  of  specific  affected  populations  for  each  of  the 
bases  evaluated.  Should  the  analysis  of  impacts  in  the  EIS  conclude  that  a  potentially 
unavoidable  significant  impact  could  occur,  the  composition  of  the  affected  population 
(i.e.,  percentages  of  low-income,  minority,  and  children  under  age  18)  is  compared  to  the  region 
(i.e.,  the  county)  to  assess  if  the  impact  is  borne  disproportionately  by  minorities,  low-income 
persons,  or  children. 

Eor  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  children  are  defined  as  persons  age  17  and  younger,  as 
enumerated  by  the  2010  census.  Eor  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  the  proportion  of  affected 
low-income  population  in  the  2000  census  is  evaluated  to  the  census  tract  level.  That  percentage 
is  then  applied  to  the  affected  2010  population  as  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  low -income 
persons  affected  under  the  2010  census.  The  proportion  of  affected  minority  and  children  under 
18  in  the  2000  census  is  evaluated  to  the  census  block  level,  and  then  applied  to  the  affected 
2010  population. 
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APPENDIX  C  BACKGROUND  INFORMATION  FOR  THE  NOISE  ANALYSIS 

This  appendix  provides  a  general  noise  primer  to  educate  the  reader  on  what  constitutes  noise, 
how  it  is  measured,  and  the  studies  that  were  used  in  support  of  how  and  why  noise  is  modeled. 

Noise  is  generally  described  as  unwanted  sound.  Unwanted  sound  can  be  based  on  objective 
effects  (such  as  hearing  loss  or  damage  to  structures)  or  subjective  judgments  (community 
annoyance).  Noise  analysis  thus  requires  a  combination  of  physical  measurement  of  sound, 
physical  and  physiological  effects,  plus  psycho-  and  socio-acoustic  effects. 

This  appendix  describes  how  sound  is  measured  and  summarizes  noise  impacts  in  terms  of 
community  acceptability  and  land  use  compatibility;  gives  detailed  descriptions  of  the  effects  of 
noise  that  lead  to  the  impact  guidelines  presented;  and  provides  a  description  of  the  specific 
methods  used  to  predict  aircraft  noise,  including  a  detailed  description  of  sonic  booms. 

C.l  NOISE  DESCRIPTORS  AND  IMPACT 

The  following  subsections  describe  the  characteristics  used  to  describe  sound,  the  specific  noise 
metrics  used  for  noise  impact  analysis,  and  how  environmental  impact  and  land  use  compatibility 
are  judged  in  terms  of  these  quantities. 

C.I.I  QUANTIFYING  SOUND 

Measurement  and  perception  of  sound  involve  two  basic  physical  characteristics:  amplitude  and 
frequency.  Amplitude  is  a  measure  of  the  strength  of  the  sound  and  is  directly  measured  in  terms 
of  the  pressure  of  a  sound  wave.  Because  sound  pressure  varies  in  time,  various  types  of  pressure 
averages  are  usually  used.  Frequency,  commonly  perceived  as  pitch,  is  the  number  of  times  per 
second  the  sound  causes  air  molecules  to  oscillate.  Frequency  is  measured  in  units  of  cycles  per 
second,  or  hertz  (Hz). 

Amplitude.  The  loudest  sounds  the  human  ear  can  comfortably  hear  have  acoustic  energy  one 
trillion  times  the  acoustic  energy  of  sounds  the  ear  can  barely  detect.  Because  of  this  vast  range, 
attempts  to  represent  sound  amplitude  by  pressure  are  generally  unwieldy.  Sound  is,  therefore, 
usually  represented  on  a  logarithmic  scale  with  a  unit  called  the  decibel  (dB).  Sound  measured 
on  the  decibel  scale  is  referred  to  as  a  sound  level.  The  threshold  of  human  hearing  is 
approximately  0  dB,  and  the  threshold  of  discomfort  or  pain  is  around  120  dB. 

Figure  C-1  is  a  chart  of  A-weighted  sound  levels  from  typical  sounds.  Some  (air  conditioner, 
vacuum  cleaner)  are  continuous  sounds  whose  levels  are  constant  for  some  time.  Some 
(automobile,  heavy  truck)  are  the  maximum  sound  during  a  vehicle  passby.  Some  (urban 
daytime,  urban  nighttime)  are  averages  over  some  extended  period. 
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COMMON  SOUNDS 

Oxygen  Torch 
Nightclub 
Textile  Mill 

Heavy  Truck  at  50  Feet 

Garbage  Disposal 

Vacuum  Cleaner  at  10  Feet 
Automobile  at  100  Feet 
Air  Conditioner  at  100  Feet 

Quiet  Urban  Daytime 

Quiet  Urban  Nighttime 

Bedroom  at  Night 

Recording  Studio 

Threshold  of  Hearing 

F36B-331-090910 


SOUND  LEVEL  dBA 

—  130 
--  120 

—  110 
—  100 

—  90 

—  80 

—  70 

—  60 

—  50 
--  40 
--  30 

—  20 
—  10 
—  0 


t 

UNCOMFORTABLE 

t 

VERY  LOUD 

MODEFtATELY  LOUD 


I 

QUIET 


JUST  AUDIBLE 


LOUDNESS 

-  Compared  to  70  dBA  - 


32  Times  as  Loud 


16  Times  as  Loud 


4  Times  as  Loud 


1/4  as  Loud 


1/16  as  Loud 


Source:  Derived  from  the  Handbook  of  Noise  Control,  Harris  1979,  FICAN  1997. 


Figure  C-1.  Typical  A-Weighted  Sound  Levels  of  Common  Sounds 


Because  of  the  logarithmic  nature  of  the  decibel  scale,  sounds  levels  do  not  add  and  subtract 
directly  and  are  somewhat  cumbersome  to  handle  mathematically.  However,  some  simple  rules 
of  thumb  are  useful  in  dealing  with  sound  levels.  First,  if  a  sound’s  intensity  is  doubled,  the 
sound  level  increases  by  3  dB,  regardless  of  the  initial  sound  level.  For  example: 


60  dB  +  60  dB  =  63  dB,  and 
80  dB  +  80  dB  =  83  dB. 


The  total  sound  level  produced  by  two  sounds  of  different  levels  is  usually  only  slightly  more 
than  the  higher  of  the  two.  For  example: 

60.0  dB  +  70.0  dB  =  70.4  dB. 


Because  the  addition  of  sound  levels  behaves  differently  than  that  of  ordinary  numbers,  such 
addition  is  often  referred  to  as  “decibel  addition”  or  “energy  addition.”  The  latter  term  arises 
from  the  fact  that  the  combination  of  decibel  values  consists  of  first  converting  each  decibel 
value  to  its  corresponding  acoustic  energy,  then  adding  the  energies  using  the  normal  rules  of 
addition,  and  finally  converting  the  total  energy  back  to  its  decibel  equivalent. 

The  difference  in  decibels  between  two  sounds  represents  the  ratio  of  the  amplitudes  of  those 
two  sounds.  Because  human  senses  tend  to  be  proportional  (i.e.,  detect  whether  one  sound  is 


Final 


C-2 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


twice  as  big  as  another)  rather  than  absolute  (i.e.,  detect  whether  one  sound  is  a  given  number  of 
pressure  units  bigger  than  another),  the  decibel  scale  correlates  well  with  human  response. 

Under  laboratory  conditions,  differences  in  sound  level  of  1  dB  can  be  detected  by  the  human 
ear.  In  the  community,  the  smallest  change  in  average  noise  level  that  can  be  detected  is  about 
3  dB.  A  change  in  sound  level  of  about  10  dB  is  usually  perceived  by  the  average  person  as  a 
doubling  (or  halving)  of  the  sound’s  loudness,  and  this  relation  holds  true  for  loud  sounds  and  for 
quieter  sounds.  A  decrease  in  sound  level  of  10  dB  actually  represents  a  90  percent  decrease  in 
sound  intensity  but  only  a  50  percent  decrease  in  perceived  loudness  because  of  the  nonlinear 
response  of  the  human  ear  (similar  to  most  human  senses). 

The  one  exception  to  the  exclusive  use  of  levels,  rather  than  physical  pressure  units,  to  quantify 
sound  is  in  the  case  of  sonic  booms.  Sonic  booms  are  coherent  waves  with  specific 
characteristics.  There  is  a  long-standing  tradition  of  describing  individual  sonic  booms  by  the 
amplitude  of  the  shock  waves,  in  pounds  per  square  foot.  This  is  particularly  relevant  when 
assessing  structural  effects  as  opposed  to  loudness  or  cumulative  community  response.  In  this 
environmental  analysis,  sonic  booms  are  quantified  by  either  decibels  or  pounds  per  square  foot, 
as  appropriate  for  the  particular  impact  being  assessed. 

Frequency.  The  normal  human  ear  can  hear  frequencies  from  about  20  Hz  to  about  20,000  Hz.  It 
is  most  sensitive  to  sounds  in  the  1,000  to  4,000  Hz  range.  When  measuring  community  response 
to  noise,  it  is  common  to  adjust  the  frequency  content  of  the  measured  sound  to  correspond  to  the 
frequency  sensitivity  of  the  human  ear.  This  adjustment  is  called  A-weighting  (ANSI  1988). 
Sound  levels  that  have  been  so  adjusted  are  referred  to  as  A- weighted  sound  levels. 

The  audible  quality  of  high-thrust  engines  in  modern  military  combat  aircraft  can  be  somewhat 
different  than  other  aircraft,  including  (at  high  throttle  settings)  the  characteristic  nonlinear 
crackle  of  high-thrust  engines.  The  spectral  characteristics  of  various  noises  are  accounted  for  by 
A-weighting,  which  approximates  the  response  of  the  human  ear  but  does  not  necessarily 
account  for  quality.  There  are  other,  more  detailed,  weighting  factors  that  have  been  applied  to 
sounds.  In  the  1950s  and  1960s,  when  noise  from  civilian  jet  aircraft  became  an  issue,  substantial 
research  was  performed  to  determine  what  characteristics  of  jet  noise  were  a  problem.  The 
metrics  Perceived  Noise  Level  and  Effective  Perceived  Noise  Level  were  developed.  These 
accounted  for  nonlinear  behavior  of  hearing  and  the  importance  of  low  frequencies  at  high 
levels,  and  for  many  years  airport/airbase  noise  contours  were  presented  in  terms  of  Noise 
Exposure  Eorecast,  which  was  based  on  Perceived  Noise  Level  and  Effective  Perceived  Noise 
Level.  In  the  1970s,  however,  it  was  realized  that  the  primary  intrusive  aspect  of  aircraft  noise 
was  the  high  noise  level,  a  factor  that  is  well  represented  by  A-weighted  levels  and  day-night 
average  sound  level  (DNL).  The  refinement  of  Perceived  Noise  Level,  Effective  Perceived  Noise 
Level,  and  Noise  Exposure  Eorecast  was  not  significant  in  protecting  the  public  from  noise. 

There  has  been  continuing  research  on  noise  metrics  and  the  importance  of  sound  quality, 
sponsored  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  for  military  aircraft  noise  and  by  the 
Eederal  Aviation  Administration  (EAA)  for  civil  aircraft  noise.  The  metric  Ldnmr,  which  is 
described  later  and  accounts  for  the  increased  annoyance  of  rapid  onset  rate  of  sound,  is  a 
product  of  this  long-term  research. 

The  amplitude  of  A-weighted  sound  levels  is  measured  in  decibels.  It  is  common  for  some  noise 
analysts  to  denote  the  unit  of  A-weighted  sounds  by  dBA.  As  long  as  the  use  of  A-weighting  is 
understood,  there  is  no  difference  between  dB  or  dBA:  it  is  only  important  that  the  use  of 
A-weighting  be  made  clear.  In  this  environmental  analysis,  A-weighted  sound  levels  are  reported 
as  dB. 
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Time  Averaging.  Sound  pressure  of  a  continuous  sound  varies  greatly  with  time,  so  it  is 
customary  to  deal  with  sound  levels  that  represent  averages  over  time.  Levels  presented  as 
instantaneous  (i.e.,  as  might  be  read  from  the  display  of  a  sound  level  meter)  are  based  on 
averages  of  sound  energy  over  either  1/8  second  (fast)  or  1  second  (slow).  The  formal  definitions 
of  fast  and  slow  levels  are  somewhat  complex,  with  details  that  are  important  to  the  makers  and 
users  of  instrumentation.  They  may,  however,  be  thought  of  as  levels  corresponding  to  the  root 
mean  square  sound  pressure  measured  over  the  1/8-second  or  1 -second  periods. 

C.1.2  NOISE  METRICS 

C.I.2.I  Sound  Exposure  Level 

Individual  time- varying  noise  events  have  two  main  characteristics:  a  sound  level  that  changes 
throughout  the  event  and  a  period  of  time  during  which  the  event  is  heard.  Although  the 
maximum  sound  level  reached  during  the  event  provides  some  measure  of  the  intrusiveness  of 
the  event,  it  alone  does  not  completely  describe  the  total  event.  The  period  of  time  during  which 
the  sound  is  heard  is  also  significant.  The  Sound  Exposure  Level  (abbreviated  SEE  or  Lae  for 
A-weighted  sounds)  combines  both  of  these  characteristics  into  a  single  metric. 

SEE  is  a  composite  metric  that  represents  both  the  intensity  of  a  sound  and  its  duration. 
Mathematically,  the  mean  square  sound  pressure  is  computed  over  the  duration  of  the  event,  then 
multiplied  by  the  duration  in  seconds,  and  the  resultant  product  is  turned  into  a  sound  level.  It 
does  not  directly  represent  the  sound  level  heard  at  any  given  time,  but  rather  provides  a  measure 
of  the  net  impact  of  the  entire  acoustic  event.  Table  C-1  shows  SEE  values  corresponding  to 
representative  aircraft  in  the  specified  power  settings  and  aircraft  configurations. 


Table  C-1,  Representative  Sound  Exposure  Levels 


Aircraft 
(engine  type) 

Power 

Setting 

SEL  Values  (in  dBA)  At  Varying  Distances  (in  feet) 

500 

1,000 

2,000 

5,000 

10,000 

Takeoff/Departure  Operations  (at  300  knots  airspeed) 

A-lOA 

6200 

NF 

102.6 

96.2 

88.5 

76.9 

68.3 

B-1 

97.5% 

RPM 

129.5 

123.1 

116.5 

107.3 

99.3 

F-15  (P220) 

90% 

NC 

117.3 

112 

106.1 

97 

88.4 

F-16  (P229) 

93% 

NC 

116.5 

110.8 

104.6 

95 

86.3 

F-22 

100% 

ETR 

124.2 

118.7 

112.7 

103.5 

95.2 

Landing/Arrival  Operations  (at  160  knots  airspeed) 

A-lOA 

5225 

NE 

97.9 

91.5 

83.3 

67 

55 

B-1 

90% 

RPM 

103.4 

98.3 

92.7 

83.4 

74.4 

F-15  (P220) 

75% 

NC 

94.2 

89.2 

83.6 

74.9 

66.9 

F-16  (P229) 

83.5% 

NC 

97.4 

92.1 

86.3 

76.9 

68.2 

F-22 

43% 

ETR 

114.9 

109.3 

103.1 

93.5 

84.5 

Key:  Engine  Units  of  Power:  ETR  =  engine  thrust  ratio;  NC  =  engine  core  revolutions  per  minute;  NF  =  engine  fan  revolutions  per  minute;  RPM  = 
revolutions  per  minute 

Source:  SELCalc2  (Flyover  Noise  Calculator),  Using  NoiseMap  6/7  and  Maximum  OmegalO  Result  as  the  defaults. 
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C.1.2.2  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level 

Noise  tends  to  be  more  intrusive  at  night  than  during  the  day.  This  effect  is  accounted  for  by 
applying  a  10  dB  penalty  to  events  that  occur  after  10:00  P.M.  and  before  7:00  A.M.  If  the 
equivalent  continuous  sound  pressure  level  (Leq)  is  computed  over  a  24-hour  period  with  this 
nighttime  penalty  applied,  the  result  is  the  DNL.  DNL  is  the  community  noise  metric 
recommended  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  (USEPA  1974)  and  has 
been  adopted  by  most  Eederal  agencies  (PICON  1992).  It  has  been  well  established  that  DNE 
correlates  well  with  long-term  community  response  to  noise  (Pinegold  et  al.  1994;  Schultz  1978). 

DNE  accounts  for  the  total,  or  cumulative,  noise  impact  at  a  given  location,  and  for  this  reason  is 
often  referred  to  as  a  “cumulative”  metric.  It  was  noted  earlier  that,  for  impulsive  sounds,  such  as 
sonic  booms,  C-weighting  is  more  appropriate  than  A-weighting.  DNE  computed  with 
C-weighting  is  denoted  CDNE  or  Ecdn-  This  procedure  has  been  standardized,  and  impact 
interpretive  criteria  similar  to  those  for  DNE  have  been  developed  (CHABA  1981). 

C.1.2.3  Onset- Adjusted  Monthly  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level 

Aircraft  operations  in  military  training  airspace  generate  a  noise  environment  somewhat  different 
from  other  community  noise  environments.  Overflights  are  sporadic,  occurring  at  random  times 
and  varying  from  day  to  day  and  week  to  week.  This  situation  differs  from  most  community 
noise  environments,  in  which  noise  tends  to  be  continuous  or  patterned.  Individual  military 
overflight  events  also  differ  from  typical  community  noise  events  in  that  noise  from  a 
low-altitude,  high-airspeed  flyover  can  have  a  rather  sudden  onset. 

To  represent  these  differences,  the  conventional  DNL  metric  is  adjusted  to  account  for  the 
“surprise”  effect  of  the  sudden  onset  of  aircraft  noise  events  on  humans  (Plotkin  et  al.  1987; 
Stusnick  et  al.  1992,  1993).  Por  aircraft  exhibiting  a  rate  of  increase  in  sound  level  (called  onset 
rate)  of  from  15  to  150  dB  per  second,  an  adjustment  or  penalty  ranging  from  0  to  1 1  dB  is  added 
to  the  normal  SEE.  Onset  rates  above  150  dB  per  second  require  an  11  dB  penalty,  while  onset 
rates  below  15  dB  per  second  require  no  adjustment.  The  DNL  is  then  determined  in  the  same 
manner  as  for  conventional  aircraft  noise  events  and  is  designated  as  onset-rate  adjusted 
day-night  average  sound  level  (abbreviated  Ldnmr)- 

Because  of  the  irregular  occurrences  of  aircraft  operations,  the  number  of  average  daily 
operations  is  determined  by  using  the  calendar  month  with  the  highest  number  of  operations.  The 
monthly  average  is  denoted  Ldnmr-  Noise  levels  are  calculated  the  same  way  for  both  DNL  and 
Ldnmr-  Ldnmr  is  interpreted  by  the  same  criteria  as  used  for  DNL. 

C.1.3  NOISE  IMPACT 

C.I.3.I  Community  Reaction 

Studies  of  long-term  community  annoyance  to  numerous  types  of  environmental  noise  show  that 
DNL  correlates  well  with  the  annoyance.  Schultz  (1978)  showed  a  consistent  relationship 
between  DNL  and  annoyance.  Shultz’s  original  curve  fit  (Pigure  C-2)  shows  that  there  is  a 
remarkable  consistency  in  results  of  attitudinal  surveys  which  relate  the  percentages  of  groups  of 
people  who  express  various  degrees  of  annoyance  when  exposed  to  different  DNL. 
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Figure  C-2.  Community  Surveys  of  Noise  Annoyance 

Another  study  reaffirmed  this  relationship  (Fidell  et  al.  1989).  Figure  C-3  shows  an  updated  form 
of  the  curve  fit  (Finegold  et  al.  1994)  in  comparison  with  the  original.  The  updated  fit,  which 
does  not  differ  substantially  from  the  original,  is  the  current  preferred  form.  In  general, 
correlation  coefficients  of  0.85  to  0.95  are  found  between  the  percentages  of  groups  of  people 
highly  annoyed  and  the  level  of  average  noise  exposure.  The  correlation  coefficients  for  the 
annoyance  of  individuals  are  relatively  low,  however,  on  the  order  of  0.5  or  less.  This  is  not 
surprising,  considering  the  varying  personal  factors  that  influence  the  manner  in  which 
individuals  react  to  noise.  For  example,  individuals  with  autism  are  often  very  strongly  affected 
by  sudden  noises  (Tang  et  al.  2002).  Persons  with  autism  often  report  experiencing 
oversensitivity  to  noise  and  are  often  particularly  sensitive  to  high-pitched  or  sudden  onset  noises 
(Grandin  1991).  Nevertheless,  findings  substantiate  that  community  annoyance  to  aircraft  noise 
is  represented  quite  reliably  using  DNL. 

As  noted  earlier  for  SEL,  DNL  does  not  represent  the  sound  level  heard  at  any  particular  time, 
but  rather  represents  the  total  sound  exposure.  DNL  accounts  for  the  sound  level  of  individual 
noise  events,  the  duration  of  those  events,  and  the  number  of  events.  Its  use  is  endorsed  by  the 
scientific  community  (ANSI  1980,  1988,  2005;  FICON  1992;  FICUN  1980;  USEPA  1974). 

While  DNL  is  the  best  metric  for  quantitatively  assessing  cumulative  noise  impact,  it  does  not 
lend  itself  to  intuitive  interpretation  by  non-experts.  Accordingly,  it  is  common  for 
environmental  noise  analyses  to  include  other  metrics  for  illustrative  purposes.  A  general 
indication  of  the  noise  environment  can  be  presented  by  noting  the  maximum  sound  levels  that 
can  occur  and  the  number  of  times  per  day  noise  events  will  be  loud  enough  to  be  heard.  Use  of 
other  metrics  as  supplements  to  DNL  has  been  endorsed  by  Federal  agencies  (FICON  1992). 
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Figure  C-3.  Response  of  Communities  to  Noise;  Comparison  of 
Original  (Schultz  1978)  and  Current  (Finegold  et  al.  1994)  Curve  Fits 


The  Schultz  curve  is  generally  applied  to  annual  average  DNL.  Ldnmr  was  previously  described 
and  presented  as  being  appropriate  for  quantifying  noise  in  military  airspace.  The  Schultz  curve 
is  used  with  Ldnmr  as  the  noise  metric.  Ldnmr  is  always  equal  to  or  greater  than  DNL,  so  impact  is 
generally  higher  than  would  have  been  predicted  if  the  onset  rate  and  busiest- month  adjustments 
were  not  accounted  for. 

There  are  several  points  of  interest  in  the  noise-annoyance  relation.  The  first  is  DNL  of  65  dB. 
This  is  a  level  most  commonly  used  for  noise  planning  purposes  and  represents  a  compromise 
between  community  impact  and  the  need  for  activities  like  aviation,  which  do  cause  noise.  Areas 
exposed  to  DNL  above  65  dB  are  generally  not  considered  suitable  for  residential  use.  The 
second  is  DNL  of  55  dB,  which  was  identified  by  USEPA  as  a  level  “...requisite  to  protect  the 
public  health  and  welfare  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety”  (USEPA  1974),  which  is 
essentially  a  level  below  which  adverse  impact  is  not  expected.  The  third  is  DNE  of  75  dB.  This 
is  the  lowest  level  at  which  adverse  health  effects  could  be  credible  (USEPA  1974).  The  very 
high  annoyance  levels  correlated  with  DNE  of  75  dB  make  such  areas  unsuitable  for  residential 
land  use.  Table  C-2  shows  the  relation  between  annoyance  and  DNE. 


Table  C-2,  Relation  Between  Annoyance  and  DNL 


dBDNL 

Percent  (%)  Highly  Annoyed 

45 

0.83 

50 

1.66 

55 

3.31 

60 

6.48 

65 

12.29 

70 

22.10 
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C.1.3.2  Land  Use  Compatibility 

As  noted  above,  the  inherent  variability  between  individuals  makes  it  impossible  to  prediet 
aeeurately  how  any  individual  will  reaet  to  a  given  noise  event.  Nevertheless,  when  a  eommunity 
is  eonsidered  as  a  whole,  its  overall  reaetion  to  noise  ean  be  represented  with  a  high  degree  of 
eonfidenee.  As  deseribed  above,  the  best  noise  exposure  metrie  for  this  eorrelation  is  the  DNL  or 
Ldnmr  for  military  overflights. 

In  June  1980,  an  ad  hoe  Federal  Interageney  Committee  on  Urban  Noise  (FICUN)  published 
guidelines  (FICUN  1980)  relating  DNL  to  eompatible  land  uses.  This  eommittee  was  eomposed 
of  representatives  from  DoD,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development,  USEPA,  and  the  Veterans  Administration.  Sinee  the  issuanee 
of  these  guidelines.  Federal  ageneies  have  generally  adopted  these  guidelines  for  their  noise 
analyses. 

Following  the  lead  of  the  eommittee,  DoD  and  FAA  adopted  the  eoneept  of  land  use 
eompatibility  as  the  aeeepted  measure  of  aireraft  noise  effeet.  The  FAA  included  the  committee’s 
guidelines  in  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  (DOT  1984).  These  guidelines  are  reprinted  in 
Table  C-3,  along  with  the  explanatory  notes  included  in  the  regulation.  Although  these 
guidelines  are  not  mandatory  (note  the  footnote  in  the  table),  they  provide  the  best  means  for 
determining  noise  impact  in  airport  communities.  In  general,  residential  land  uses  normally  are 
not  compatible  with  outdoor  DNL  values  above  65  dB,  and  the  extent  of  land  areas  and 
populations  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  and  higher  provides  the  best  means  for  assessing  the  noise 
impacts  of  alternative  aircraft  actions.  In  some  cases  a  change  in  noise  level,  rather  than  an 
absolute  threshold,  may  be  a  more  appropriate  measure  of  impact. 


Table  C-3.  Land  Use  Compatibility,  Noise  Exposure,  and  Accident  Potential 


Land  Use 

Accident 
Potential  Zones 

Noise  Zones 

SLUCM 

No. 

Name 

Clear 

Zone 

APZ 

I 

APZ 

II 

65-69 

dB 

70-74 

dB 

75-79 

dB 

80-h 

dB 

10 

Residential 

11 

Household  units 

11.11 

Single  units;  detached 

N 

N 

A*^ 

B*^ 

N 

N 

11.12 

Single  units;  semidetached 

N 

N 

N 

a‘ 

B* 

N 

N 

11.13 

Singe  units;  attached  row 

N 

N 

N 

A* 

B* 

N 

N 

11.21 

Two  units;  side-by-side 

N 

N 

N 

a‘ 

B* 

N 

N 

11.22 

Two  units;  one  above  the  other 

N 

N 

N 

a‘ 

B* 

N 

N 

11.31 

Apartments;  walk  up 

N 

N 

N 

a‘ 

B* 

N 

N 

11.32 

Apartments;  elevator 

N 

N 

N 

A* 

B* 

N 

N 

12 

Group  quarters 

N 

N 

N 

a‘ 

B^ 

N 

N 

13 

Residential  hotels 

N 

N 

N 

A* 

B* 

N 

N 

14 

Mobile  home  parks  or  courts 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

15 

Transient  lodgings 

N 

N 

N 

A* 

B* 

c'^ 

N 

16 

Other  residential 

N 

N 

A* 

B* 

N 

N 

20 

Manufacturing 

21 

Food  and  kindred  products;  manufacturing 

N 

msm 

Y 

Y 

Y' 

Y« 

22 

Textile  mill  products;  manufacturing 

N 

msm 

Y 

Y 

Y' 

Y«i 

Y« 

23 

Apparel  and  other  finished  products  made  from 
fabrics,  leather,  and  similar  materials; 
manufacturing 

N 

N 

Y 

Y' 

Y«i 

Y« 
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Table  C-3.  Land  Use  Compatibility,  Noise  Exposure,  and  Accident  Potential  (Continued) 


Land  Use 

Accident 
Potential  Zones 

Noise  Zones 

SLUCM 

Name 

Clear 

APZ 

APZ 

65-69 

70-74 

75-79 

80-h 

No. 

Zone 

I 

II 

dB 

dB 

dB 

dB 

24 

Lumber  and  wood  products  (except  furniture); 
manufacturing 

N 

Y'’ 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y« 

25 

Furniture  and  fixtures;  manufacturing 

N 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y« 

26 

Paper  and  allied  products;  manufacturing 

N 

Y'’ 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y»j 

Y« 

27 

Printing,  publishing,  and  allied  industries 

N 

Y^ 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y»2 

Y« 

28 

Chemicals  and  allied  products;  manufacturing 

N 

N 

BSM 

Y 

y' 

Y»j 

Y« 

29 

Petroleum  refining  and  related  industries 

N 

N 

N 

Y 

y' 

Y»j 

Y« 

30 

Manufacturing 

31 

Rubber  and  misc.  plastic  products; 
manufacturing 

N 

N'’ 

N" 

Y 

y' 

Y« 

32 

Stone,  clay  and  glass  products;  manufacturing 

N 

MM 

Y 

Y 

Y' 

Y»j 

Y« 

33 

Primary  metal  industries 

N 

■glM 

Y 

Y 

Y' 

Y^j 

Y« 

34 

Fabricated  metal  products;  manufacturing 

N 

■glM 

Y 

Y 

Y' 

Y^j 

Y« 

Professional,  scientific,  and  controlling 

35 

instruments;  photographic  and  optical  goods; 
watches  and  clocks;  manufacturing 

N 

N 

n" 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

39 

Miscellaneous  manufacturing 

N 

Y'’ 

Y" 

Y 

Y' 

Y»j 

Y« 

40 

Transportation,  Communications,  and  Utilities 

41 

Railroad,  rapid  rail  transit,  and  street  railroad 
transportation 

N" 

Y" 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y^j 

Y« 

42 

Motor  vehicle  transportation 

N" 

Y 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y« 

43 

Aircraft  transportation 

N" 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y^ 

Y« 

44 

Marine  craft  transportation 

N" 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y^ 

Y« 

45 

Highway  and  street  right-of-way 

N" 

Y 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y^ 

Y« 

46 

Automobile  parking 

N" 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y^ 

Y« 

47 

Communications 

N" 

■SB 

Y 

Y 

A" 

B" 

N 

48 

Utilities 

N" 

■SB 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y' 

Y'^ 

49 

Other  transportation  communications  and 
utilities 

N" 

Y" 

Y 

Y 

A" 

B" 

N 

50 

Trade 

51 

Wholesale  trade 

N 

Y" 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y"j 

Y« 

52 

Retail  trade-building  materials,  hardware  and 
farm  equipment 

N 

Y^ 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y^ 

Y« 

53 

Retail  trade-general  merchandise 

N* 

BSM 

Y" 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

54 

Retail  trade-food 

N* 

N* 

Y" 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

55 

Retail  trade-automotive,  marine  craft,  aircraft 
and  accessories 

N" 

N'’ 

Y" 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

56 

Retail  trade-apparel  and  accessories 

msmmsm 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

57 

Retail  trade-furniture,  home  furnishings  and 
equipment 

N" 

N'’ 

Y" 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

58 

Retail  trade-eating  and  drinking  establishments 

N 

N 

BSM 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

59 

Other  retail  trade 

N 

msm 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

60 

Services 

61 

Finance,  insurance,  and  real  estate  services 

N 

N 

Y^ 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

62 

Personal  services 

N 

N 

Y^ 

Y 

A 

B 

N 
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Table  C-3.  Land  Use  Compatibility,  Noise  Exposure,  and  Accident  Potential  (Continued) 


Land  Use 

Accident 
Potential  Zones 

Noise  Zones 

SLUCM 

Name 

Clear 

APZ 

APZ 

65-69 

70-74 

75-79 

80-h 

No. 

Zone 

I 

II 

dB 

dB 

dB 

dB 

62.4 

Cemeteries 

N 

Y* 

Y* 

Y 

y' 

Y^j 

63 

Business  services 

N 

Y^ 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

64 

Repair  services 

N 

Y 

Y 

y' 

Y^j 

Y" 

65 

Professional  services 

N 

N 

Y^ 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

65.1 

Hospitals,  nursing  homes 

N 

N 

N 

A* 

B* 

N 

N 

65.1 

Other  medical  facilities 

N 

N 

N 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

66 

Contract  construction  services 

N 

Y^ 

Y 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

67 

Governmental  services 

N 

Y^ 

Y* 

A* 

B* 

N 

68 

Educational  services 

N 

N 

N 

A* 

B* 

N 

N 

69 

Miscellaneous  services 

N 

M 

Y 

A 

B 

N 

70 

Cultural,  Entertainment  and  Recreational 

71 

Cultural  activities  (including  churches) 

N 

N 

A* 

B* 

N 

N 

71.2 

Nature  exhibits 

N 

Y" 

Y 

Y* 

N 

N 

N 

72 

Public  assembly 

N 

N 

N 

Y 

N 

N 

N 

72.1 

Auditoriums,  concert  halls 

N 

N 

N 

A 

B 

N 

N 

72.11 

Outdoor  music  shell,  amphitheatres 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

72.2 

Outdoor  sports  arenas,  spectator  sports 

N 

N 

N 

Y^ 

Y? 

N 

N 

73 

Amusements 

N 

N 

Y^ 

Y 

Y 

N 

N 

74 

Recreational  activities  (including  golf  courses, 
riding  stables,  water  recreation) 

N 

Y 

Y* 

A* 

B* 

N 

75 

Resorts  and  group  camps 

N 

N 

N 

Y* 

Y* 

N 

N 

76 

Parks 

N 

Y^ 

Y^ 

Y* 

Y* 

N 

N 

79 

Other  cultural,  entertainment,  and  recreation 

N' 

Y' 

Y' 

Y* 

Y* 

N 

N 

80 

Resources  Production  and  Extraction 

81 

Agriculture  (except  livestock) 

Y 

Y 

Y'' 

Y' 

Y' 

Y’^'W 

81.5  to 
81.7 

Livestock  farming  and  animal  breeding 

N 

Y 

Y 

Y'' 

Y' 

Y' 

Y’^'W 

82 

Agricultural-related  activities 

N 

Y'^ 

Y 

Y'' 

Y' 

N 

N 

83 

Eorestry  activities  and  related  services 

N" 

Y 

Y 

Y'' 

Y' 

Y' 

Y’^'W 

84 

Eishing  activities  and  related  services 

N" 

Y'^ 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

85 

Mining  activities  and  related  services 

N 

Y'^ 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

89 

Other  resources  production  and  extraction 

N 

Y'^ 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

^  Suggested  maximum  density  of  1-2  dwelling  units  per  acre  possibly  increased  under  a  Planned  Unit  Development  where  maximum  lot 
coverage  is  less  than  20  percent. 

^  Within  each  land  use  category,  uses  exist  where  further  definition  may  be  needed  due  to  the  variation  of  densities  in  people  and  structures. 
Shopping  malls  and  shopping  centers  are  considered  incompatible  in  any  accident  potential  zone  (APZ). 

The  placing  of  structures,  buildings,  or  aboveground  utility  lines  in  the  clear  zone  is  subject  to  severe  restrictions.  In  a  majority  of  the  clear 
zones,  these  items  are  prohibited.  See  Air  Force  Instruction  (AFI)  32-7063  and  Air  Force  Manual  (AFMAN)  32-1123  for  specific  guidance. 
^  No  passenger  terminals  and  no  major  aboveground  transmission  lines  in  APZ  I. 

^  Factors  to  be  considered:  labor  intensity,  structural  coverage,  explosive  characteristics,  and  air  pollution. 

Low-intensity  office  uses  only.  Meeting  places,  auditoriums,  etc.,  are  not  recommended. 

^  Excludes  chapels. 

^  Facilities  must  be  low  intensity. 
i  Clubhouse  not  recommended. 

^  Areas  for  gatherings  of  people  are  not  recommended. 
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*  Footnote  k  as  applied  to  noise  level  reduction  (NLR)  designation  A:  Although  local  conditions  may  require  residential  use,  it  is  discouraged 
in  DNL  65-69  dB  and  strongly  discouraged  in  DNL  70-74  dB.  An  evaluation  should  be  conducted  prior  to  approvals,  indicating  that  a 
demonstrated  community  need  for  residential  use  would  not  be  met  if  development  were  prohibited  in  these  zones,  and  that  there  are  no 
viable  alternative  locations. 

Footnote  k  as  applied  to  NLR  designation  B:  Where  the  community  determines  the  residential  uses  must  be  allowed,  measures  to  achieve 
outdoor  to  indoor  NLR  for  DNL  65-69  dB  and  DNL  70-74  dB  should  be  incorporated  into  building  codes  and  considered  in  individual 
approvals. 

Footnote  k  as  applied  to  NLR  designation  C:  NLR  criteria  will  not  eliminate  outdoor  noise  problems.  However,  building  location  and  site 
planning  and  design  and  use  of  berms  and  barriers  can  help  mitigate  outdoor  exposure,  particularly  from  near  ground-level  sources. 
Measures  that  reduce  outdoor  noise  should  be  used  whenever  practical  in  preference  to  measures  that  only  protect  interior  spaces. 

^  Measures  to  achieve  the  same  NLR  as  required  for  facilities  in  the  DNL  65-69  dB  range  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction 
of  portions  of  these  buildings  where  the  public  is  received,  office  areas,  noise-sensitive  areas,  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

^  Measures  to  achieve  the  same  NLR  as  required  for  facilities  in  the  DNL  70-74  dB  range  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction 
of  portions  of  these  buildings  where  the  public  is  received,  office  areas,  noise-sensitive  areas,  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

”  Measures  to  achieve  the  same  NLR  as  required  for  facilities  in  the  DNL  75-79  dB  range  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction 
of  portions  of  these  buildings  where  the  public  is  received,  office  areas,  noise-sensitive  areas,  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

^  If  noise-sensitive,  use  indicated  NLR;  if  not,  the  use  is  compatible. 

No  buildings. 

^  Land  use  is  compatible  provided  special  sound  reinforcement  systems  are  installed. 

^  Residential  buildings  require  the  same  NLR  required  for  facilities  in  the  DNL  65-69  dB  range. 

Residential  buildings  require  the  same  NLR  required  for  facilities  in  the  DNL  70-74  dB  range. 

‘  Residential  buildings  are  not  permitted. 

“  Land  use  is  not  recommended.  If  the  community  decides  the  use  is  necessary,  hearing  protection  devices  should  be  worn  by  personnel. 

Key:  SLUCM  =  Standard  Land  Use  Coding  Manual,  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation;  Y  =  Yes;  land  use  and  related  structures  are 
compatible  without  restriction;  N  =  No;  land  use  and  related  structures  are  not  compatible  and  should  be  prohibited;  A,  B,  or  C  =  Land  use 
and  related  structures  generally  compatible;  measures  to  achieve  noise  level  reduction  of  A  (25  dB),  B  (30  dB),  or  C  (35  dB)  should  be 
incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  structures;  A*,  B*,  or  C*  =  Land  use  generally  compatible  with  noise  level  reduction. 
However,  measures  to  achieve  an  overall  noise  level  reduction  do  not  necessarily  solve  noise  difficulties  and  additional  evaluation  is 
warranted.  See  appropriate  footnotes;  *  =  The  designation  of  these  uses  as  “compatible”  in  this  zone  reflects  individual  Federal  agency  and 
program  consideration  of  general  cost  and  feasibility  factors,  as  well  as  past  community  experiences  and  program  objectives.  Localities, 
when  evaluating  the  application  of  these  guidelines  to  specific  situations,  may  have  different  concerns  or  goals  to  consider. 

C.2  NOISE  EFFECTS 

The  discussion  in  the  previous  section  presented  the  global  effect  of  noise  on  communities.  The 
following  sections  describe  particular  noise  effects.  These  effects  include  non-auditory  health 
effects,  annoyance,  speech  interference,  sleep  disturbance,  noise-induced  hearing  impairment, 
noise  effects  on  animals  and  wildlife,  noise  effects  on  property  values,  and  noise  effects  on 
structures,  terrain,  and  cultural  resources. 

C.2.1  ANNOYANCE 

The  primary  effect  of  aircraft  noise  on  exposed  communities  is  one  of  annoyance.  Noise 
annoyance  is  defined  by  the  USEPA  as  any  negative  subjective  reaction  on  the  part  of  an 
individual  or  group  (USEPA  1974).  As  noted  in  the  discussion  of  DNE  above,  community 
annoyance  is  best  measured  by  that  metric. 

Because  the  USEPA  Eevels  Document  (USEPA  1974)  identified  DNL  of  55  dB  as  “.  .  .  requisite  to 
protect  public  health  and  welfare  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety,”  it  is  commonly  assumed  that 
55  dB  should  be  adopted  as  a  criterion  for  community  noise  analysis.  Erom  a  noise  exposure 
perspective,  that  would  be  an  ideal  selection.  However,  financial  resources  are  generally  not  available 
to  achieve  that  goal.  Most  agencies  have  identified  DNL  of  65  dB  as  a  criterion  that  protects  those 
most  impacted  by  noise,  and  that  can  often  be  achieved  on  a  practical  basis  (EICON  1992).  This 
corresponds  to  about  12  percent  of  the  exposed  population  being  highly  annoyed. 

Although  DNL  of  65  dB  is  widely  used  as  a  benchmark  for  significant  noise  impact,  and  is  often 
an  acceptable  compromise,  it  is  not  a  statutory  limit,  and  it  is  appropriate  to  consider  other 
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thresholds  in  particular  cases.  Local  ordinances  and  regulations  have  been  adopted  by  many 
municipal  governments  to  prevent  civilian  development  near  military  installations  that  would  be 
incompatible  with  noise  generated  by  military  operations.  The  decision  to  adopt  such  measures, 
and  the  specific  content  of  the  ordinances  and  regulations,  is  up  to  the  municipal  government.  In 
many  cases,  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  line  is  adopted  as  the  threshold  level  above  which 
land  use  restrictions  are  invoked. 

C.2.2  SPEECH  INTERFERENCE 

Speech  interference  associated  with  aircraft  noise  is  a  primary  cause  of  annoyance  to  individuals 
on  the  ground.  The  disruption  of  routine  activities  such  as  radio  or  television  listening,  telephone 
use,  or  family  conversation  gives  rise  to  frustration  and  irritation.  The  quality  of  speech 
communication  is  also  important  in  classrooms,  offices,  and  industrial  settings  and  can  cause 
fatigue  and  vocal  strain  in  those  who  attempt  to  communicate  over  the  noise.  Speech  is  an 
acoustic  signal  characterized  by  rapid  fluctuations  in  sound  level  and  frequency  pattern.  It  is 
essential  for  optimum  speech  intelligibility  to  recognize  these  continually  shifting  sound  patterns. 
Not  only  does  noise  diminish  the  ability  to  perceive  the  auditory  signal,  but  it  also  reduces  a 
listener’s  ability  to  follow  the  pattern  of  signal  fluctuation.  In  general,  interference  with  speech 
communication  occurs  when  intrusive  noise  exceeds  about  60  dB  (FICON  1992). 

Indoor  speech  interference  can  be  expressed  as  a  percentage  of  sentence  intelligibility  among 
two  people  speaking  in  relaxed  conversation  approximately  3  feet  apart  in  a  typical  living  room 
or  bedroom  (USEPA  1974).  The  percentage  of  sentence  intelligibility  is  a  non-linear  function  of 
the  (steady)  indoor  background  A-weighted  sound  level.  Such  a  curve-fit  yields  100  percent 
sentence  intelligibility  for  background  levels  below  57  dB  and  yields  less  than  10  percent 
intelligibility  for  background  levels  above  73  dB.  The  function  is  especially  sensitive  to  changes 
in  sound  level  between  65  dB  and  75  dB.  As  an  example  of  the  sensitivity,  a  1  dB  increase  in 
background  sound  level  from  70  dB  to  71  dB  yields  a  14  percent  decrease  in  sentence 
intelligibility.  The  sensitivity  of  speech  interference  to  noise  at  65  dB  and  above  is  consistent 
with  the  criterion  of  DNL  65  dB  generally  taken  from  the  Schultz  curve.  This  is  consistent  with 
the  observation  that  speech  interference  is  the  primary  cause  of  annoyance. 

Classroom  Criteria.  The  effect  of  aircraft  noise  on  children  is  a  controversial  area.  Certain 
studies  indicate  that,  in  certain  situations,  children  are  potentially  more  sensitive  to  noise 
compared  to  adults.  For  example,  adults  average  roughly  10  percent  better  than  young  children 
on  speech  intelligibility  tests  in  high-noise  environments  (ASA  2000).  Some  studies  indicate  that 
noise  negatively  impacts  classroom  learning  (e.g..  Shield  and  Dockrell  2008). 

In  response  to  noise-specific  and  other  environmental  studies.  Executive  Order  13045, 
Protection  of  Children  from  Environmental  Health  Risks  and  Safety  Risks  (1997),  requires 
Federal  agencies  to  ensure  that  their  policies,  programs,  and  activities  address  environmental 
health  and  safety  risks  and  to  identify  any  disproportionate  risks  to  children.  While  the  issue  of 
noise  impacts  on  children’s  learning  is  not  fully  settled,  in  May  2009,  the  American  National 
Standards  Institute  (ANSI)  published  a  classroom  acoustics  standard  entitled  “Acoustical 
Performance  Criteria,  Design  Requirements,  and  Guidelines  for  Schools”  (ANSI  2002).  At 
present,  complying  with  the  standard  is  voluntary  in  most  locations.  Essentially,  the  criteria 
states  that  when  the  noisiest  hour  is  dominated  by  noise  from  such  sources  as  aircraft,  the  limits 
for  most  classrooms  are  an  hourly  average  A-weighted  sound  level  of  40  dB,  and  the  A-weighted 
sound  level  must  not  exceed  40  dB  for  more  than  10  percent  of  the  hour.  For  schools  located 
near  airfields,  indoor  noise  levels  would  have  to  be  lowered  by  35-45  dBA  relative  to  outdoor 
levels  (ANSI  2009). 
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C.2.3  SLEEP  DISTURBANCE 

Sleep  disturbance  is  another  source  of  annoyance  associated  with  aircraft  noise.  This  is 
especially  true  because  of  the  intermittent  nature  and  content  of  aircraft  noise,  which  is  more 
disturbing  than  continuous  noise  of  equal  energy  and  neutral  meaning. 

Sleep  disturbance  may  be  measured  in  either  of  two  ways.  “Arousal”  represents  actual 
awakening  from  sleep,  while  a  change  in  “sleep  stage”  represents  a  shift  from  one  of  four  sleep 
stages  to  another  stage  of  lighter  sleep  without  actual  awakening.  In  general,  arousal  requires  a 
somewhat  higher  noise  level  than  does  a  change  in  sleep  stage. 

An  analysis  sponsored  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  summarized  21  published  studies  concerning 
the  effects  of  noise  on  sleep  (Pearsons  et  al.  1989).  The  analysis  concluded  that  a  lack  of  reliable 
in-home  studies,  combined  with  large  differences  among  the  results  from  the  various  laboratory 
studies,  did  not  permit  development  of  an  acceptably  accurate  assessment  procedure.  The  noise 
events  used  in  the  laboratory  studies  and  in  contrived  in-home  studies  were  presented  at  much 
higher  rates  of  occurrence  than  would  normally  be  experienced.  None  of  the  laboratory  studies 
were  of  sufficiently  long  duration  to  determine  any  effects  of  habituation,  such  as  that  which  would 
occur  under  normal  community  conditions.  An  extensive  study  of  sleep  interference  in  people’s 
own  homes  (Ollerhead  et  al.  1992)  showed  very  little  disturbance  from  aircraft  noise. 

There  is  some  controversy  associated  with  these  studies,  so  a  conservative  approach  should  be 
taken  in  judging  sleep  interference.  Based  on  older  data,  the  USEPA  identified  an  indoor  DNL  of 
45  dB  as  necessary  to  protect  against  sleep  interference  (USEPA  1974).  Assuming  an  outdoor-to- 
indoor  noise  level  reduction  of  20  dB  for  typical  dwelling  units,  this  corresponds  to  an  outdoor 
DNE  of  65  dB  as  minimizing  sleep  interference. 

A  1984  publication  reviewed  the  probability  of  arousal  or  behavioral  awakening  in  terms  of  SEE 
(Kryter  1984).  Eigure  C-4,  extracted  from  Eigure  10.37  of  Kryter  (1984),  indicates  that  an  indoor 
SEE  of  65  dB  or  lower  should  awaken  less  than  5  percent  of  those  exposed.  These  results  do  not 
include  any  habituation  over  time  by  sleeping  subjects.  Nevertheless,  this  provides  a  reasonable 
guideline  for  assessing  sleep  interference  and  corresponds  to  similar  guidance  for  speech 
interference,  as  noted  above. 

It  was  noted  in  the  early  sleep  disturbance  research  that  the  controlled  laboratory  studies  did  not 
account  for  many  factors  that  are  important  to  sleep  behavior,  such  as  habituation  to  the  environment 
and  previous  exposure  to  noise  and  awakenings  from  sources  other  than  aircraft  noise.  In  the  early 
1990s,  field  studies  were  conducted  to  validate  the  earlier  laboratory  work.  The  most  significant 
finding  from  these  studies  was  that  an  estimated  80  to  90  percent  of  sleep  disturbances  were  not 
related  to  individual  outdoor  noise  events,  but  were  instead  the  result  of  indoor  noise  sources  and 
other  non-noise-related  factors.  The  results  showed  that  there  was  less  of  an  effect  of  noise  on  sleep 
in  real-life  conditions  than  had  been  previously  reported  from  laboratory  studies. 

The  interim  Eederal  Interagency  Committee  on  Noise  (EICON)  dose-response  curve  that  was 
recommended  for  use  in  1992  was  based  on  the  most  pertinent  sleep  disturbance  research  that 
was  conducted  through  the  1970s,  primarily  in  laboratory  settings.  After  that  time,  considerable 
field  research  was  conducted  to  evaluate  the  sleep  effects  in  people’s  normal,  home  environment. 
Eaboratory  sleep  studies  tend  to  show  higher  values  of  sleep  disturbance  than  field  studies 
because  people  who  sleep  in  their  own  homes  are  habituated  to  their  environment  and,  therefore, 
do  not  wake  up  as  easily  (EICAN  1997). 
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■  Laboratory  Studies,  Variety  of  Noises.  Lukas 
•  Steady  State  (In  Home) 

A  Transient  (In  Home) 

A  Truck  Noise.  Laboratory  Sturfy,  Thiesen 

Transformer.  Transmission  Line.  Window  Air  Conditioner,  and  Distant  Traffic  Noise,  Horonjeff 
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Figure  C-4.  Plot  of  Sleep  Awakening  Data  Versus  Indoor  SEL 


Based  on  the  new  information,  the  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Aircraft  Noise  (FICAN) 
updated  its  recommended  dose-response  curve  in  1997,  depicted  as  the  lower  curve  on 
Figure  C-5.  This  figure  is  based  on  the  results  of  three  field  studies  (Ollerhead  et  al.  1992; 
Fidell  et  al.  1994,  1995a,  1995b),  along  with  the  datasets  from  six  previous  field  studies. 

The  new  relationship  represents  the  higher  end,  or  upper  envelope,  of  the  latest  field  data.  It 
should  be  interpreted  as  predicting  the  “maximum  percent  of  the  exposed  population  expected  to 
be  behaviorally  awakened”  or  the  “maximum  percent  awakened”  for  a  given  residential 
population.  According  to  this  relationship,  a  maximum  of  3  percent  of  people  would  be 
awakened  at  an  indoor  SEL  of  58  dB,  compared  to  10  percent  using  the  1992  curve.  An  indoor 
SEL  of  58  dB  is  equivalent  to  outdoor  SELs  of  73  and  83  dB,  respectively,  assuming  15  and 
25  dB  noise  level  reduction  from  outdoor  to  indoor  with  windows  open  and  closed,  respectively. 

The  EICAN  1997  curve  is  represented  by  the  following  equation: 

Percent  Awakenings  =  0.0087  x  [SEL  -  30]^ 
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Figure  C-5.  FICAN’s  1997  Recommended  Sleep 
Disturbance  Dose-Response  Relationship 

Note  the  relatively  low  percentage  of  awakenings  to  fairly  high  noise  levels.  People  think  they 
are  awakened  by  a  noise  event,  but  usually  the  reason  for  awakening  is  otherwise.  For  example,  a 
1992  United  Kingdom  Civil  Aviation  Authority  study  found  the  average  person  was  awakened 
about  18  times  per  night  for  reasons  other  than  exposure  to  an  aircraft  noise  -  some  of  these 
awakenings  are  due  to  the  biological  rhythms  of  sleep  and  some  to  other  reasons  that  were  not 
correlated  with  specific  aircraft  events. 

In  July  2008,  ANSI  and  the  Acoustical  Society  of  America  (ASA)  published  a  method  to 
estimate  the  percent  of  the  exposed  population  that  might  be  awakened  by  multiple  aircraft  noise 
events  based  on  statistical  assumptions  about  the  probability  of  awakening  (or  not  awakening) 
(ANSI  2008).  This  method  relies  on  probability  theory  rather  than  direct  field  research/experimental 
data  to  account  for  multiple  events. 

Figure  C-6  depicts  the  awakenings  data  that  form  the  basis  and  equations  of  ANSI  (2008).  The  curve 
labeled  ‘Eq.  (Bl)’  is  the  relationship  between  noise  and  awakening  endorsed  by  FICAN  in  1997.  The 
ANSTrecommended  curve  labeled  ‘Eq.  (1)’  quantifies  the  probability  of  awakening  for  a  population 
of  sleepers  who  are  exposed  to  an  outdoor  noise  event  as  a  function  of  the  associated  indoor  SEL  in 
the  bedroom.  This  curve  was  derived  from  studies  of  behavioral  awakenings  associated  with  noise 
events  in  “steady  state”  situations  where  the  population  has  been  exposed  to  the  noise  long  enough  to 
be  habituated.  The  data  points  on  Eigure  C-6  come  from  these  studies.  Unlike  the  EICAN  curve,  the 
ANSI  2008  curve  represents  the  average  of  the  field  research  data  points. 

In  December  2008,  EICAN  recommended  the  use  of  this  new  estimation  procedure  for  future 
analyses  of  behavioral  awakenings  from  aircraft  noise.  In  that  statement,  EICAN  also  recognized 
that  additional  sleep  disturbance  research  is  underway  by  various  research  organizations,  and 
results  of  that  work  may  result  in  additional  changes  to  FICAN’s  position.  Until  that  time, 
FICAN  recommends  the  use  of  ANSI  (2008). 
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Figure  C-6.  Relation  Between  Indoor  SEL  and  Percentage  of 
Persons  Awakened  as  Stated  in  ANSI/ASA  S12.9-2008/Part  6  (ANSI  2008) 


C.2.4  NOISE-INDUCED  HEARING  IMPAIRMENT 

Residents  in  surrounding  communities  express  concerns  regarding  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on 
hearing.  This  section  provides  a  brief  overview  of  hearing  loss  caused  by  noise  exposure.  The 
goal  is  to  provide  a  sense  of  perspective  as  to  how  aircraft  noise  (as  experienced  on  the  ground) 
compares  to  other  activities  that  are  often  linked  with  hearing  loss. 

Hearing  loss  is  generally  interpreted  as  a  decrease  in  the  ear’s  sensitivity  or  acuity  to  perceive 
sound,  i.e.,  a  shift  in  the  hearing  threshold  to  a  higher  level.  This  change  can  either  be  a 
Temporary  Threshold  Shift  (TTS)  or  a  Permanent  Threshold  Shift  (PTS)  (Berger  et  al.  1995). 
TTS  can  result  from  exposure  to  loud  noise  over  a  given  amount  of  time,  yet  the  hearing  loss  is 
not  necessarily  permanent.  An  example  of  TTS  might  be  a  person  attending  a  loud  music 
concert.  After  the  concert  is  over,  the  person  may  experience  a  threshold  shift  that  may  last 
several  hours,  depending  upon  the  level  and  duration  of  exposure.  While  experiencing  TTS,  the 
person  becomes  less  sensitive  to  low-level  sounds,  particularly  at  certain  frequencies  in  the 
speech  range  (typically  near  4,000  Hz).  Normal  hearing  ability  eventually  returns,  as  long  as  the 
person  has  enough  time  to  recover  within  a  relatively  quiet  environment. 

PTS  usually  results  from  repeated  exposure  to  high  noise  levels,  where  the  ears  are  not  given 
adequate  time  to  recover  from  the  strain  and  fatigue  of  exposure.  A  common  example  of  PTS  is 
the  result  of  working  in  a  loud  environment  such  as  a  factory.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
a  temporary  shift  (TTS)  can  eventually  become  permanent  (PTS)  over  time  with  continuous 
exposure  to  high  noise  levels.  Thus,  even  if  the  ear  is  given  time  to  recover  from  TTS,  repeated 
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occurrence  of  TTS  may  eventually  lead  to  permanent  hearing  loss.  The  point  at  which 
a  TTS  results  in  a  PTS  is  difficult  to  identify  and  varies  with  a  person’s  sensitivity. 

Considerable  data  on  hearing  loss  have  been  collected  and  analyzed  by  the  scientific/medical 
community.  It  has  been  well  established  that  continuous  exposure  to  high  noise  levels  will 
damage  human  hearing  (USEPA  1978).  The  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
regulation  of  1971  standardizes  the  limits  on  workplace  noise  exposure  for  protection  from 
hearing  loss  as  an  average  level  of  90  dB  over  an  8 -hour  work  period  or  85  dB  over  a  16 -hour 
period  (the  average  level  is  based  on  a  5  dB  decrease  per  doubling  of  exposure  time) 
(DoL  1971).  Even  the  most  protective  criterion  (no  measurable  hearing  loss  for  the  most 
sensitive  portion  of  the  population  at  the  ear’s  most  sensitive  frequency,  4,000  Hz,  after  a 
40-year  exposure)  is  an  average  sound  level  of  70  dB  over  a  24-hour  period. 

The  USEPA  established  75  dB  for  an  8-hour  exposure  and  70  dB  for  a  24-hour  exposure  as  the 
average  noise  level  standard  requisite  to  protect  96  percent  of  the  population  from  greater  than  a 
5  dB  PTS  (USEPA  1978).  The  National  Academy  of  Sciences  Committee  on  Hearing, 
Bioacoustics,  and  Biomechanics  identified  75  dB  as  the  minimum  level  at  which  hearing  loss 
may  occur  (CHABA  1977).  Einally,  the  World  Health  Organization  has  concluded  that 
environmental  and  leisure-time  noise  below  an  Eeq24  value  of  70  dB  “will  not  cause  hearing  loss 
in  the  large  majority  of  the  population,  even  after  a  lifetime  of  exposure”  (WHO  2000). 

C.2.4.1  Hearing  Loss  and  Aircraft  Noise 

The  1982  USEPA  guidelines  report  specifically  addresses  the  criteria  and  procedures  for  assessing 
the  noise-induced  hearing  loss  in  terms  of  the  Noise-Induced  Permanent  Threshold  Shift  (NIPTS),  a 
quantity  that  defines  the  permanent  change  in  hearing  level,  or  threshold,  caused  by  exposure  to  noise 
(USEPA  1982).  This  effect  is  also  described  as  Potential  Hearing  Eoss.  Numerically,  the  NIPTS  is 
the  change  in  threshold  averaged  over  the  frequencies  0.5,  1,  2,  and  4  kHz  that  can  be  expected  from 
daily  exposure  to  noise  over  a  normal  working  lifetime  of  40  years,  with  the  exposure  beginning  at 
an  age  of  20  years.  A  grand  average  of  the  NIPTS  over  time  (40  years)  and  hearing  sensitivity  (10  to 
90  percentiles  of  the  exposed  population)  is  termed  the  Average  NIPTS.  The  Average  NIPTS  that 
can  be  expected  for  noise  exposure  as  measured  by  the  DNE  metric  is  given  in  Table  C-4. 

Table  C-4,  Average  NIPTS  and  10th  Percentile  NIPTS  as  a  Function  of  DNL 


dB  DNL 

Average  NIPTS  dB“ 

10th  Percentile  NIPTS  dB“ 

75-76 

1.0 

4.0 

76-77 

1.0 

4.5 

77-78 

1.6 

5.0 

78-79 

2.0 

5.5 

79-80 

2.5 

6.0 

80-81 

3.0 

7.0 

81-82 

3.5 

8.0 

82-83 

4.0 

9.0 

83-84 

4.5 

10.0 

84-85 

5.5 

11.0 

85-86 

6.0 

12.0 

86-87 

7.0 

13.5 

87-88 

7.5 

15.0 

88-89 

8.5 

16.5 

89-90 

9.5 

18.0 

“  Rounded  to  the  nearest  0.5  dB. 
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For  example,  for  a  noise  exposure  of  80  dB  DNL,  the  expected  lifetime  average  value  of  NIPTS 
is  2.5  dB,  or  6.0  dB  for  the  10th  percentile.  Characterizing  the  noise  exposure  in  terms  of  DNL 
will  usually  overestimate  the  assessment  of  hearing  loss  risk  as  DNL  includes  a  10  dB  weighting 
factor  for  aircraft  operations  occurring  between  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  If,  however,  flight 
operations  between  the  hours  of  10:00  P.M.  and  7:00  A.M.  account  for  5  percent  or  less  of  the 
total  24-hour  operations,  the  overestimation  is  on  the  order  of  1.5  dB. 

From  a  civilian  airport  perspective,  the  scientific  community  has  concluded  that  there  is 
little  likelihood  that  the  resulting  noise  exposure  from  aircraft  noise  could  result  in  either  a 
temporary  or  permanent  hearing  loss.  Studies  on  community  hearing  loss  from  exposure  to 
aircraft  flyovers  near  airports  showed  that  there  is  no  danger,  under  normal  circumstances,  of 
hearing  loss  due  to  aircraft  noise  (Newman  and  Beattie  1985).  The  USEPA  criterion 
(Leq24  =  70  dBA)  can  be  exceeded  in  some  areas  located  near  airports,  but  that  is  only  the  case 
outdoors.  Inside  a  building,  where  people  are  more  likely  to  spend  most  of  their  time,  the  average 
noise  level  will  be  much  less  than  70  dBA  (Eldred  and  von  Gierke  1993).  Eldred  and  von  Gierke 
also  report  that  “several  studies  in  the  United  States,  Japan,  and  the  United  Kingdom  have 
confirmed  the  predictions  that  the  possibility  for  permanent  hearing  loss  in  communities,  even 
under  the  most  intense  commercial  take-off  and  landing  patterns,  is  remote.” 

With  regard  to  military  airbases,  as  individual  aircraft  noise  levels  are  increasing  with  the 
introduction  of  new  aircraft,  a  2009  DoD  policy  directive  requires  that  hearing  loss  risk  be 
estimated  for  the  at  risk  population,  defined  as  the  population  exposed  to  DNE  greater  than  or 
equal  to  80  dB  (DoD  2009).  Specifically,  DoD  components  are  directed  to  “use  the  80  Day-Night 
A-Weighted  (DNE)  noise  contour  to  identify  populations  at  the  most  risk  of  potential  hearing 
loss.”  This  does  not  preclude  populations  outside  the  80  dB  DNE  contour  (i.e.,  at  lower 
exposure  levels)  from  being  at  some  degree  of  risk  of  hearing  loss.  However,  the  analysis  should 
be  restricted  to  populations  within  this  contour  area,  including  residents  of  on-base  housing.  The 
exposure  of  workers  inside  the  base  boundary  area  should  be  considered  occupational  and 
evaluated  using  the  appropriate  DoD  component  regulations  for  occupational  noise  exposure. 

With  regard  to  military  airspace  activity,  studies  have  shown  conflicting  results.  A  1995  laboratory 
study  measured  changes  in  human  hearing  from  noise  representative  of  low-flying  aircraft  on 
Military  Training  Routes  (Nixon  et  al.  1993).  The  potential  effects  of  aircraft  flying  along  Military 
Training  Routes  is  of  particular  concern  because  maximum  overflight  noise  levels  can  exceed 
115  dB,  with  rapid  increases  in  noise  levels  exceeding  30  dB  per  second.  In  this  study,  participants 
were  first  subjected  to  four  overflight  noise  exposures  at  A-weighted  levels  of  115  dB  to  130  dB. 
Eifty  percent  of  the  subjects  showed  no  change  in  hearing  levels,  25  percent  had  a  temporary  5  dB 
increase  in  sensitivity  (the  people  could  hear  a  5  dB  wider  range  of  sound  than  before  exposure), 
and  25  percent  had  a  temporary  5  dB  decrease  in  sensitivity  (the  people  could  hear  a  5  dB  narrower 
range  of  sound  than  before  exposure).  In  the  next  phase,  participants  were  subjected  to  a  single 
overflight  at  a  maximum  level  of  130  dB  for  eight  successive  exposures,  separated  by  90  seconds 
or  until  a  temporary  shift  in  hearing  was  observed.  The  TTSs  showed  an  increase  in  sensitivity  of 
up  to  10  dB. 

In  another  study  of  1 15  test  subjects  between  18  and  50  years  old  in  1999,  TTSs  were  measured 
after  laboratory  exposure  to  military  low-altitude  flight  noise  (Ising  et  al.  1999).  According  to  the 
authors,  the  results  indicate  that  repeated  exposure  to  military  low -altitude  flight  noise  with  a 
maximum  sound  level  (Emax)  greater  than  114  dB,  especially  if  the  noise  level  increases  rapidly, 
may  have  the  potential  to  cause  noise-induced  hearing  loss  in  humans. 
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Aviation  and  typical  community  noise  levels  near  airports  are  not  comparable  to  the  occupational 
or  recreational  noise  exposures  associated  with  hearing  loss.  Studies  of  aircraft  noise  levels 
associated  with  civilian  airport  activity  have  not  definitively  correlated  permanent  hearing 
impairment  with  aircraft  activity.  It  is  unlikely  that  airport  neighbors  will  remain  outside  their 
homes  24  hours  per  day,  so  there  is  little  likelihood  of  hearing  loss  below  an  average  sound  level 
of  75  dB  DNL.  Near  military  airbases,  average  noise  levels  above  75  dB  may  occur,  and  while 
new  DoD  policy  dictates  that  NIPTS  be  evaluated,  no  research  results  to  date  have  definitively 
related  permanent  hearing  impairment  to  aviation  noise. 

C.2.4.2  Non-Auditory  Health  Effects 

Studies  have  been  conducted  to  determine  whether  correlations  exist  between  noise  exposure  and 
cardiovascular  problems,  birth  weight,  and  mortality  rates.  The  non-auditory  effect  of  noise  on 
humans  is  not  as  easily  substantiated  as  the  effect  on  hearing.  Prolonged  stress  is  known  to  be  a 
contributor  to  a  number  of  health  disorders.  Kryter  and  Poza  (1980)  state,  “It  is  more  likely  that 
noise-related  general  ill-health  effects  are  due  to  the  psychological  annoyance  from  the  noise 
interfering  with  normal  everyday  behavior,  than  it  is  from  the  noise  eliciting,  because  of  its 
intensity,  reflexive  response  in  the  autonomic  or  other  physiological  systems  of  the  body.” 
Psychological  stresses  may  cause  a  physiological  stress  reaction  that  could  result  in  impaired 
health.  The  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  and  USEPA  commissioned  the 
Committee  on  Hearing,  Bioacoustics  and  Biomechanics  (CHABA)  in  1981  to  study  whether 
established  noise  standards  are  adequate  to  protect  against  health  disorders  other  than  hearing 
defects.  CHABA’ s  conclusion  was  that: 

Evidence  from  available  research  reports  is  suggestive,  but  it  does  not  provide 
definitive  answers  to  the  question  of  health  effects,  other  than  to  the  auditory 
system,  of  long-term  exposure  to  noise.  It  seems  prudent,  therefore,  in  the  absence 
of  adequate  knowledge  as  to  whether  or  not  noise  can  produce  effects  upon  health 
other  than  damage  to  auditory  system,  either  directly  or  mediated  through  stress, 
that  insofar  as  feasible,  an  attempt  should  be  made  to  obtain  more  critical  evidence. 

Since  the  CHABA  report,  there  have  been  further  studies  that  suggest  that  noise  exposure 
may  cause  hypertension  and  other  stress-related  effects  in  adults.  Near  an  airport  in 
Stockholm,  Sweden,  the  prevalence  of  hypertension  was  reportedly  greater  among  nearby 
residents  who  were  exposed  to  energy  averaged  noise  levels  exceeding  55  dB  and  maximum 
noise  levels  exceeding  72  dB,  particularly  older  subjects  and  those  not  reporting  impaired 
hearing  ability  (Rosenlund  et  al.  2001).  A  study  of  elderly  volunteers  who  were  exposed  to 
simulated  military  low-altitude  flight  noise  reported  that  blood  pressure  was  raised  by  Emax  of 
112  dB  and  high  speed  level  increase  (Michalak  et  al.  1990).  Yet  another  study  of  subjects 
exposed  to  varying  levels  of  military  aircraft  or  road  noise  found  no  significant  relationship 
between  noise  level  and  blood  pressure  (Pulles  et  al.  1990). 

Most  studies  of  non-auditory  health  effects  of  long-term  noise  exposure  have  found  that  noise 
exposure  levels  established  for  hearing  protection  will  also  protect  against  any  potential 
non-auditory  health  effects,  at  least  in  workplace  conditions.  One  of  the  best  scientific 
summaries  of  these  findings  is  contained  in  the  lead  paper  at  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
Conference  on  Noise  and  Hearing  Eoss,  held  on  22  to  24  January  1990  in  Washington,  D.C.: 

The  nonauditory  effects  of  chronic  noise  exposure,  when  noise  is  suspected  to  act 
as  one  of  the  risk  factors  in  the  development  of  hypertension,  cardiovascular 
disease,  and  other  nervous  disorders,  have  never  been  proven  to  occur  as  chronic 
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manifestations  at  levels  below  these  criteria  (an  average  of  75  dBA  for  complete 
protection  against  hearing  loss  for  an  8-hour  day). 

At  the  1988  International  Congress  on  Noise  as  a  Public  Health  Problem,  most  studies 
attempting  to  clarify  such  health  effects  did  not  find  them  at  levels  below  the  criteria  protective 
of  noise-induced  hearing  loss,  and  even  above  these  criteria,  results  regarding  such  health  effects 
were  ambiguous.  Consequently,  one  comes  to  the  conclusion  that  establishing  and  enforcing 
exposure  levels  protecting  against  noise-induced  hearing  loss  would  not  only  solve  the 
noise-induced  hearing  loss  problem,  but  also  any  potential  non-auditory  health  effects  in  the 
work  place  (von  Gierke  1990). 

Although  these  findings  were  specifically  directed  at  noise  effects  in  the  workplace,  they  are 
equally  applicable  to  aircraft  noise  effects  in  the  community  environment.  Research  studies 
regarding  the  non-auditory  health  effects  of  aircraft  noise  are  ambiguous,  at  best,  and  often 
contradictory.  Yet,  even  those  studies  that  purport  to  find  such  health  effects  use  time-average 
noise  levels  of  75  dB  and  higher  for  their  research. 

For  example,  two  University  of  California,  Los  Angeles  (UCLA)  researchers  apparently  found  a 
relationship  between  aircraft  noise  levels  under  the  approach  path  to  Los  Angeles  International 
Airport  (LAX)  and  increased  mortality  rates  among  the  exposed  residents  by  using  an  average 
noise  exposure  level  greater  than  75  dB  for  the  “noise-exposed”  population 
(Meacham  and  Shaw  1979).  Nevertheless,  three  other  UCLA  professors  analyzed  those  same 
data  and  found  no  relationship  between  noise  exposure  and  mortality  rates  (Frerichs  et  al.  1980). 

As  a  second  example,  two  other  UCLA  researchers  used  this  same  population  near  LAX  to  show  a 
higher  rate  of  birth  defects  for  1970  to  1972  when  compared  with  a  control  group  residing  away 
from  the  airport  (Jones  and  Tauscher  1978).  Based  on  this  report,  a  separate  group  at  the  Centers 
for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention  performed  a  more  thorough  study  of  populations  near  Atlanta’s 
Hartsfield  International  Airport  for  1970  to  1972  and  found  no  relationship  in  their  study  of 
17  identified  categories  of  birth  defects  to  aircraft  noise  levels  above  65  dB  (Edmonds  et  al.  1979). 

In  summary,  there  is  no  scientific  basis  for  a  claim  that  potential  health  effects  exist  for  aircraft 
time-averaged  sound  levels  below  75  dB.  The  potential  for  noise  to  affect  physiological  health, 
such  as  the  cardiovascular  system,  has  been  speculated;  however,  no  unequivocal  evidence  exists 
to  support  such  claims  (Harris  1997).  Conclusions  drawn  from  a  review  of  health  effect  studies 
involving  military  low-altitude  flight  noise  with  its  unusually  high  maximum  levels  and  rapid 
rise  in  sound  level  have  shown  no  increase  in  cardiovascular  disease  (Schwarze  and 
Thompson  1993).  Additional  claims  that  are  unsupported  include  flyover  noise  producing 
increased  mortality  rates  and  increases  in  cardiovascular  death,  aggravation  of  post-traumatic 
stress  syndrome,  increased  stress,  increases  in  admissions  to  mental  hospitals,  and  adverse 
effects  on  pregnant  women  and  fetuses  (Harris  1997). 

C.2.4.3  Performance  Effects 

The  effect  of  noise  on  the  performance  of  activities  or  tasks  has  been  the  subject  of  many  studies. 
Some  of  these  studies  have  established  links  between  continuous  high  noise  levels  and 
performance  loss.  Noise-induced  performance  losses  are  most  frequently  reported  in  studies 
employing  noise  levels  in  excess  of  85  dB.  Little  change  has  been  found  in  low-noise  cases.  It 
has  been  cited  that  moderate  noise  levels  appear  to  act  as  a  stressor  for  more  sensitive  individuals 
performing  a  difficult  psychomotor  task.  While  the  results  of  research  on  the  general  effect  of 
periodic  aircraft  noise  on  performance  have  yet  to  yield  definitive  criteria,  several  general  trends 
have  been  noted  including: 
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•  A  periodic  intermittent  noise  is  more  likely  to  disrupt  performance  than  a  steady  state 
continuous  noise  of  the  same  level.  Flyover  noise,  due  to  its  intermittent  nature,  might  be 
more  likely  to  disrupt  performance  than  a  steady  state  noise  of  equal  level. 

•  Noise  is  more  inclined  to  affect  the  quality  than  the  quantity  of  work. 

•  Noise  is  more  likely  to  impair  the  performance  of  tasks  that  place  extreme  demands  on 
the  worker. 

C.2.4.4  Noise  Effects  on  Children 

In  response  to  noise-specific  and  other  environmental  studies.  Executive  Order  13045, 
Protection  of  Children  from  Environmental  Health  Risks  and  Safety  Risks  (1997),  requires 
Federal  agencies  to  ensure  that  policies,  programs,  and  activities  address  environmental  health 
and  safety  risks  to  identify  any  disproportionate  risks  to  children. 

A  review  of  the  scientific  literature  indicates  that  there  has  not  been  a  tremendous  amount  of 
research  in  the  area  of  aircraft  noise  effects  on  children.  The  research  reviewed  does  suggest  that 
environments  with  sustained  high  background  noise  can  have  variable  effects,  including  noise 
effects  on  learning  and  cognitive  abilities,  and  reports  of  various  noise-related  physiological 
changes. 

C.2.4.4. 1  Effects  on  Learning  and  Cognitive  Abilities 

In  “Acoustical  Performance  Criteria,  Design  Requirements,  and  Guidelines  for  Schools,” 
(ANSI  2002),  ANSI  refers  to  studies  that  suggest  that  loud  and  frequent  background  noise  can 
affect  the  learning  patterns  of  young  children  (ANSI  2002).  ANSI  provides  discussion  on  the 
relationships  between  noise  and  learning,  and  stipulates  design  requirements  and  acoustical 
performance  criteria  for  outdoor-to-indoor  noise  isolation.  School  design  is  directed  to  be 
cognizant  of,  and  responsive  to,  surrounding  land  uses  and  the  shielding  of  outdoor  noise  from 
the  indoor  environment.  The  ANSI  acoustical  performance  criteria  for  schools  include  the 
requirement  that  the  1-hour  average  background  noise  level  shall  not  exceed  35  dBA  in  core 
learning  spaces  smaller  than  20,000  cubic  feet  and  40  dBA  in  core  learning  spaces  with  enclosed 
volumes  exceeding  20,000  cubic  feet.  This  would  require  schools  be  constructed  such  that,  in 
quiet  neighborhoods,  indoor  noise  levels  are  lowered  by  15  to  20  dBA  relative  to  outdoor  levels. 
In  schools  near  airports,  indoor  noise  levels  would  have  to  be  lowered  by  35  to  45  dBA  relative 
to  outdoor  levels  (ANSI  2002). 

The  studies  referenced  by  ANSI  to  support  the  new  standard  are  not  specific  to  jet  aircraft  noise 
and  the  potential  effects  on  children.  However,  there  are  references  to  studies  that  have  shown 
that  children  in  noisier  classrooms  scored  lower  on  a  variety  of  tests.  Excessive  background 
noise  or  reverberation  within  schools  causes  interferences  of  communication  and  can  therefore 
create  an  acoustical  barrier  to  learning  (ANSI  2002).  Studies  have  been  performed  that  contribute 
to  the  body  of  evidence  emphasizing  the  importance  of  communication  by  way  of  the  spoken 
language  to  the  development  of  cognitive  skills.  The  ability  to  read,  write,  comprehend,  and 
maintain  attentiveness,  are,  in  part,  based  upon  whether  teacher  communication  is  consistently 
intelligible  (ANSI  2002). 

Numerous  studies  have  shown  varying  degrees  of  effects  of  noise  on  the  reading  comprehension, 
attentiveness,  puzzle- solving,  and  memory/recall  ability  of  children.  It  is  generally  accepted  that 
young  children  are  more  susceptible  than  adults  to  the  effects  of  background  noise.  Because  of 
the  developmental  status  of  young  children  (linguistic,  cognitive,  and  proficiency),  barriers  to 
hearing  can  cause  interferences  or  disruptions  in  developmental  evolution. 
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Research  on  the  impacts  of  aircraft  noise,  and  noise  in  general,  on  the  cognitive  abilities  of 
school-aged  children  has  received  more  attention  in  the  last  20  years.  Several  studies  suggest  that 
aircraft  noise  can  affect  the  academic  performance  of  school  children.  Although  many  factors 
could  contribute  to  learning  deficits  in  school-aged  children  (e.g.,  socioeconomic  level,  home 
environment,  diet,  sleep  patterns),  evidence  exists  that  suggests  that  chronic  exposure  to  high 
aircraft  noise  levels  can  impair  learning.  Specifically,  elementary  school  children  attending 
schools  near  New  York  City’s  two  airports  demonstrated  lower  reading  scores  than  children 
living  farther  away  from  the  flight  paths  (Green  et  al.  1982).  Researchers  have  found  that  tasks 
involving  central  processing  and  language  comprehension  (such  as  reading,  attention,  problem 
solving,  and  memory)  appear  to  be  the  most  affected  by  noise  (Evans  and  Lepore  1993; 
Evans  et  al.  1998).  It  has  been  demonstrated  that  chronic  exposure  of  first-  and  second-grade 
children  to  aircraft  noise  can  result  in  reading  deficits  and  impaired  speech  perception  (i.e.,  the 
ability  to  hear  common,  low-frequency  [vowel]  sounds  but  not  high  frequencies  [consonants]  in 
speech)  (Evans  and  Maxwell  1997). 

The  Evans  and  Maxwell  (1997)  study  found  that  chronic  exposure  to  aircraft  noise  resulted  in 
reading  deficits  and  impaired  speech  perception  for  first-  and  second-grade  children.  Other 
studies  found  that  children  residing  near  EAX  had  more  difficulty  solving  cognitive  problems 
and  did  not  perform  as  well  as  children  from  quieter  schools  in  puzzle- solving  and  attentiveness 
(Bronzaft  1997;  Cohen  et  al.  1980).  Children  attending  elementary  schools  in  high  aircraft  noise 
areas  near  London’s  Heathrow  Airport  demonstrated  poorer  reading  comprehension  and 
selective  cognitive  impairments  (Haines  et  al.  2001a,  2001b).  Similar  studies  involving  the 
testing  of  attention,  memory,  and  reading  comprehension  of  school  children  located  near  airports 
showed  that  their  tests  exhibited  reduced  performance  results  compared  to  those  of  similar 
groups  of  children  who  were  located  in  quieter  environments  (Evans  et  al.  1998; 
Haines  et  al.  1998).  The  Haines  and  Stansfeld  study  indicated  that  there  may  be  some  long-term 
effects  associated  with  exposure,  as  1-year  follow-up  testing  still  demonstrated  lowered  scores 
for  children  in  higher  noise  schools  (Haines  et  al.  2001a,  2001b).  In  contrast,  a  2002  study  found 
that  although  children  living  near  the  old  Munich  airport  scored  lower  in  standardized  reading 
and  long-term  memory  tests  than  a  control  group,  their  performance  on  the  same  tests  were  equal 
to  that  of  the  control  group  once  the  airport  was  closed  (Hygge  et  al.  2002). 

Einally,  although  it  is  recognized  that  there  are  many  factors  that  could  contribute  to  learning 
deficits  in  school-aged  children,  there  is  increasing  awareness  that  chronic  exposure  to  high 
aircraft  noise  levels  may  impair  learning.  This  awareness  has  led  the  World  Health  Organization 
(WHO  2000)  and  a  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  working  group  (NATO  2000)  to 
conclude  that  daycare  centers  and  schools  should  not  be  located  near  major  sources  of  noise, 
such  as  highways,  airports,  and  industrial  sites. 

C.2.4.4.2  Health  Effects 

Physiological  effects  in  children  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  and  the  potential  for  health  effects 
have  also  been  the  focus  of  limited  investigation.  Studies  in  the  literature  include  examination  of 
blood  pressure  levels,  hormonal  secretions,  and  hearing  loss. 

As  a  measure  of  stress  response  to  aircraft  noise,  blood  pressure  readings  have  been  used  to 
monitor  children’s  health.  Children  who  were  chronically  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  from  a  new 
airport  near  Munich,  Germany,  had  modest  (although  significant)  increases  in  blood  pressure, 
significant  increases  in  stress  hormones,  and  a  decline  in  quality  of  life  (Evans  et  al.  1998). 
Children  attending  noisy  schools  had  statistically  significant  average  systolic  and  diastolic 
blood  pressure  (p<0.03).  Systolic  blood  pressure  means  were  89.68  millimeters  for  children 
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attending  schools  located  in  noisier  environments  compared  to  86.77  millimeters  for  a  control 
group.  Similarly,  diastolic  blood  pressure  means  for  the  noisier  environment  group  were 
47.84  millimeters  and  45.16  millimeters  for  the  control  group  (Cohen  et  al.  1980). 

Although  the  literature  appears  limited,  studies  focused  on  the  wide  range  of  potential  effects  of 
aircraft  noise  on  school  children  have  also  investigated  hormonal  levels  between  groups  of 
children  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  compared  to  those  in  a  control  group.  Specifically,  two  studies 
analyzed  cortisol  and  urinary  catecholamine  levels  in  school  children  as  measurements  of  stress 
response  to  aircraft  noise  (Haines  et  al.  2001b,  2001c).  In  both  instances,  there  were  no 
differences  between  the  aircraft-noise-exposed  children  and  the  control  groups. 

Other  studies  have  reported  hearing  losses  from  exposure  to  aircraft  noise.  Noise-induced  hearing 
loss  was  reportedly  higher  in  children  who  attended  a  school  located  under  a  flight  path  near  a 
Taiwan  airport,  as  compared  to  children  at  another  school  far  away  (Chen  et  al.  1997).  Another 
study  reported  that  hearing  ability  was  reduced  significantly  in  individuals  who  lived  near  an 
airport  and  were  frequently  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  (Chen  and  Chen  1993).  In  that  study,  noise 
exposure  near  the  airport  was  reportedly  uniform,  with  DNL  greater  than  75  dB  and  maximum 
noise  levels  of  about  87  dB  during  overflights.  Conversely,  several  other  studies  that  were 
reviewed  reported  no  difference  in  hearing  ability  between  children  exposed  to  high  levels  of 
airport  noise  and  children  located  in  quieter  areas  (Andrus  et  al.  1975;  Fisch  1977;  Wu  et  al.  1995). 

C.2.5  NOISE  EFFECTS  ON  DOMESTIC  ANIMALS  AND  WILDLIFE 

Hearing  is  critical  to  an  animal’s  ability  to  react,  compete,  reproduce,  hunt,  forage,  and  survive  in 
its  environment.  While  the  existing  literature  does  include  studies  on  possible  effects  of  jet 
aircraft  noise  and  sonic  booms  on  wildlife,  there  appears  to  have  been  little  concerted  effort  in 
developing  quantitative  comparisons  of  aircraft  noise  effects  on  normal  auditory  characteristics. 
Behavioral  effects  have  been  relatively  well  described,  but  the  larger  ecological  context  issues, 
and  the  potential  for  drawing  conclusions  regarding  effects  on  populations,  has  not  been  well 
developed. 

The  relationships  between  potential  auditory/physiological  effects  and  species  interactions  with 
their  environments  are  not  well  understood.  Manci  et  al.  (1988)  assert  that  the  consequences  that 
physiological  effects  may  have  on  behavioral  patterns  are  vital  to  understanding  the  long-term 
effects  of  noise  on  wildlife.  Questions  regarding  the  effects  (if  any)  on  predator-prey 
interactions,  reproductive  success,  and  intra-inter  specific  behavior  patterns  remain. 

The  following  discussion  provides  an  overview  of  the  existing  literature  on  noise  effects 
(particularly  jet  aircraft  noise)  on  animal  species.  The  literature  reviewed  outlines  those  studies 
that  have  focused  on  the  observations  of  the  behavioral  effects  that  jet  aircraft  and  sonic  booms 
have  on  animals. 

A  great  deal  of  research  was  conducted  in  the  1960s  and  1970s  on  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on 
the  public  and  the  potential  for  adverse  ecological  impacts.  These  studies  were  largely  completed 
in  response  to  the  increase  in  air  travel  and  the  introduction  of  supersonic  jet  aircraft.  According 
to  Manci  et  al.  (1988),  the  foundation  of  information  created  from  that  focus  does  not  necessarily 
correlate  or  provide  information  specific  to  the  impacts  on  wildlife  in  areas  overflown  by  aircraft 
at  supersonic  speed  or  at  low  altitudes. 

The  abilities  to  hear  sounds  and  noise  and  to  communicate  assist  wildlife  in  maintaining  group 
cohesiveness  and  survivorship.  Social  species  communicate  by  transmitting  calls  of  warning, 
introduction,  and  others  that  are  subsequently  related  to  an  individual’s  or  group’s  responsiveness. 
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Animal  species  differ  greatly  in  their  responses  to  noise.  Noise  effects  on  domestic  animals  and 
wildlife  are  classified  as  primary,  secondary,  and  tertiary.  Primary  effects  are  direct,  physiological 
changes  to  the  auditory  system,  and  most  likely  include  the  masking  of  auditory  signals.  Masking 
is  defined  as  the  inability  of  an  individual  to  hear  important  environmental  signals  that  may  arise 
from  mates,  predators,  or  prey.  There  is  some  potential  that  noise  could  disrupt  a  species’  ability  to 
communicate  or  interfere  with  behavioral  patterns  (Manci  et  al.  1988).  Although  the  effects  are 
likely  temporal,  aircraft  noise  may  cause  masking  of  auditory  signals  within  exposed  faunal 
communities.  Animals  rely  on  hearing  to  avoid  predators,  obtain  food,  and  communicate  and 
attract  other  members  of  their  species.  Aircraft  noise  may  mask  or  interfere  with  these  functions. 
Other  primary  effects,  such  as  ear  drum  rupture  or  temporary  (TTS)  and  permanent  (PTS)  hearing 
threshold  shifts,  are  not  as  likely  given  the  subsonic  noise  levels  produced  by  aircraft  overflights. 
Secondary  effects  may  include  non-auditory  effects  such  as  stress  and  hypertension;  behavioral 
modifications;  interference  with  mating  or  reproduction;  and  impaired  ability  to  obtain  adequate 
food,  cover,  or  water.  Tertiary  effects  are  the  direct  result  of  primary  and  secondary  effects.  These 
include  population  decline  and  habitat  loss.  Most  of  the  effects  of  noise  are  mild  enough  to  be 
undetectable  as  variables  of  change  in  population  size  or  population  growth  against  the  background 
of  normal  variation  (Bowles  1995).  Other  environmental  variables  (e.g.,  predators,  weather, 
changing  prey  base,  ground-based  disturbance)  also  influence  secondary  and  tertiary  effects  and 
confound  the  ability  to  identify  the  ultimate  factor  in  limiting  productivity  of  a  certain  nest,  area,  or 
region.  Overall,  the  literature  suggests  that  species  differ  in  their  response  to  various  types, 
durations,  and  sources  of  noise  (Manci  et  al.  1988). 

Many  scientific  studies  have  investigated  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on  wildlife,  and  some  have 
focused  on  wildlife  “flight”  due  to  noise.  Apparently,  animal  responses  to  aircraft  are  influenced 
by  many  variables,  including  size,  speed,  proximity  (both  height  above  the  ground  and  lateral 
distance),  engine  noise,  color,  flight  profile,  and  radiated  noise.  The  type  of  aircraft 
(e.g.,  fixed-wing  versus  rotor-wing  [helicopter])  and  type  of  flight  mission  may  also  produce 
different  levels  of  disturbance,  with  varying  animal  responses  (Manci  et  al.  1988).  Consequently, 
it  is  difficult  to  generalize  animal  responses  to  noise  disturbances  across  species. 

One  result  of  the  1988  Manci  et  al.  literature  review  was  the  conclusion  that,  while  behavioral 
observation  studies  were  relatively  limited,  a  general  behavioral  reaction  in  animals  from 
exposure  to  aircraft  noise  is  the  startle  response.  The  intensity  and  duration  of  the  startle  response 
appear  to  be  dependent  on  which  species  is  exposed,  whether  there  is  a  group  or  an  individual, 
and  whether  there  have  been  previous  exposures.  Responses  range  from  flight,  trampling, 
stampeding,  jumping,  or  running  to  movement  of  the  head  in  the  apparent  direction  of  the  noise 
source.  Manci  et  al.  (1988)  reported  that  the  literature  indicated  that  avian  species  may  be  more 
sensitive  to  aircraft  noise  than  mammals. 

C.2.5.1  Domestic  Animals 

Although  some  studies  report  that  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on  domestic  animals  is 
inconclusive,  a  majority  of  the  literature  reviewed  indicates  that  domestic  animals  exhibit  some 
behavioral  responses  to  military  overflights,  but  generally  seem  to  habituate  to  the  disturbances 
over  a  period  of  time.  Mammals  in  particular  appear  to  react  to  noise  at  sound  levels  higher  than 
90  dB,  with  responses  including  the  startle  response,  freezing  (i.e.,  becoming  temporarily 
stationary),  and  fleeing  from  the  sound  source.  Many  studies  on  domestic  animals  suggest  that 
some  species  appear  to  acclimate  to  some  forms  of  sound  disturbance  (Manci  et  al.  1988).  Some 
studies  have  reported  primary  and  secondary  effects,  including  reduced  milk  production  and  rate 
of  milk  release,  increased  glucose  concentrations,  decreased  levels  of  hemoglobin,  increased 
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heart  rate,  and  a  reduction  in  thyroid  activity.  These  latter  effects  appear  to  represent  a  small 
percentage  of  the  findings  occurring  in  the  existing  literature. 

Some  reviewers  have  indicated  that  earlier  studies  and  claims  by  farmers  linking  adverse  effects 
of  aircraft  noise  on  livestock  did  not  necessarily  provide  clear-cut  evidence  of  cause  and  effect 
(Cottereau  1978).  In  contrast,  many  studies  conclude  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  aircraft 
overflights  affect  feed  intake,  growth,  or  production  rates  in  domestic  animals. 

Cattle.  In  response  to  concerns  about  overflight  effects  on  pregnant  cattle,  milk  production,  and 
cattle  safety,  the  USAF  prepared  a  handbook  for  environmental  protection  that  summarizes  the 
literature  on  the  impacts  of  low-altitude  flights  on  livestock  (and  poultry)  and  includes  specific 
case  studies  conducted  in  numerous  airspaces  across  the  country.  Adverse  effects  have  been 
found  in  a  few  studies,  but  have  not  been  reproduced  in  other  similar  studies.  One  such  study, 
conducted  in  1983,  suggested  that  2  of  10  cows  in  late  pregnancy  aborted  after  showing  rising 
estrogen  and  falling  progesterone  levels.  These  increased  hormonal  levels  were  reported  as  being 
linked  to  59  aircraft  overflights.  The  remaining  eight  cows  showed  no  changes  in  their  blood 
concentrations  and  calved  normally  (USAF  1994).  A  similar  study  reported  that  abortions 
occurred  in  three  out  of  five  pregnant  cattle  after  exposing  them  to  flyovers  by  six  different 
aircraft  (USAF  1994).  Another  study  suggested  that  feedlot  cattle  could  stampede  and  injure 
themselves  when  exposed  to  low-level  overflights  (USAF  1994). 

A  majority  of  the  studies  reviewed  suggest  that  there  is  little  or  no  effect  of  aircraft  noise  on 
cattle.  Studies  presenting  adverse  effects  on  domestic  animals  have  been  limited.  A  number  of 
studies  (Kovalcik  and  Sottnik  1971;  Parker  and  Bayley  1960)  investigated  the  effects  of  jet 
aircraft  noise  and  sonic  booms  on  the  milk  production  of  dairy  cows.  Through  the  compilation 
and  examination  of  milk  production  data  from  areas  exposed  to  jet  aircraft  noise  and  sonic  boom 
events,  it  was  determined  that  milk  yields  were  not  affected.  This  was  particularly  evident  in 
those  cows  that  had  been  previously  exposed  to  jet  aircraft  noise. 

One  study  examined  the  causes  of  1,763  abortions  in  Wisconsin  dairy  cattle  over  a  1-year  time 
period,  and  none  were  associated  with  aircraft  disturbances  (USAF  1993).  In  1987,  Anderson 
contacted  seven  livestock  operators  for  production  data,  and  no  effects  of  low-altitude  and 
supersonic  flights  were  noted.  Three  out  of  43  cattle  previously  exposed  to  low-altitude  flights 
showed  a  startle  response  to  an  F/A-18  aircraft  flying  overhead  at  500  feet  above  ground  level 
(AGL)  at  400  knots  by  running  less  than  10  meters.  They  resumed  normal  activity  within 
1  minute  (USAF  1994).  In  1983,  Beyer  found  that  helicopters  caused  more  reaction  than  other 
low-altitude  overflights.  A  1964  study  also  found  that  helicopters  flying  30  to  60  feet  overhead 
did  not  affect  milk  production  and  pregnancies  of  44  cows  and  heifers  (USAF  1994). 

Additionally,  Beyer  reported  that  five  pregnant  dairy  cows  in  a  pasture  did  not  exhibit 
fright-flight  tendencies  or  have  their  pregnancies  disrupted  after  being  overflown  by 
79  low-altitude  helicopter  flights  and  4  low-altitude,  subsonic  jet  aircraft  flights  (USAF  1994).  A 
1956  study  found  that  the  reactions  of  dairy  and  beef  cattle  to  noise  from  low -altitude,  subsonic 
aircraft  were  similar  to  those  caused  by  paper  blowing  about,  strange  persons,  or  other  moving 
objects  (USAF  1994). 

In  a  report  to  Congress,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  concluded  that  “evidence  both  from  field  studies 
of  wild  ungulates  and  laboratory  studies  of  domestic  stock  indicate  that  the  risks  of  damage  are 
small  (from  aircraft  approaches  of  50  to  100  meters),  as  animals  take  care  not  to  damage 
themselves  (USFS  1992).  If  animals  are  overflown  by  aircraft  at  altitudes  of  50  to  100  meters, 
there  is  no  evidence  that  mothers  and  young  are  separated,  that  animals  collide  with  obstructions 
(unless  confined)  or  that  they  traverse  dangerous  ground  at  too  high  a  rate.”  These  varied  study 
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results  suggest  that,  although  the  confining  of  cattle  could  magnify  animal  response  to  aircraft 
overflight,  there  is  no  proven  cause-and-effect  link  between  startling  cattle  from  aircraft 
overflights  and  abortion  rates  or  lower  milk  production. 

Horses.  Horses  have  also  been  observed  to  react  to  overflights  of  jet  aircraft.  Several  of  the 
studies  reviewed  reported  a  varied  response  of  horses  to  low-altitude  aircraft  overflights. 
Observations  made  in  1966  and  1968  noted  that  horses  galloped  in  response  to  jet  flyovers 
(USAF  1993).  In  1995,  Bowles  cites  Kruger  and  Erath  as  observing  horses  exhibiting  intensive 
flight  reactions,  random  movements,  and  biting/kicking  behavior.  However,  no  injuries  or 
abortions  occurred,  and  there  was  evidence  that  the  mares  adapted  somewhat  to  the  flyovers  over 
the  course  of  a  month  (USAF  1994).  Although  horses  were  observed  noticing  the  overflights,  it 
did  not  appear  to  affect  either  survivability  or  reproductive  success.  There  was  also  some 
indication  that  habituation  to  these  types  of  disturbances  was  occurring. 

LeBlanc  et  al.  studied  the  effects  of  F-14  jet  aircraft  noise  on  pregnant  mares  (1991).  They 
specifically  focused  on  any  changes  in  pregnancy  success,  behavior,  cardiac  function,  hormonal 
production,  and  rate  of  habituation.  Their  findings  reported  observations  of  “flight-fright” 
reactions,  which  caused  increases  in  heart  rates  and  serum  cortisol  concentrations.  The  mares, 
however,  did  habituate  to  the  noise.  Fevels  of  anxiety  and  mass  body  movements  were  the 
highest  after  initial  exposure,  with  intensities  of  responses  decreasing  thereafter.  There  were  no 
differences  in  pregnancy  success  when  compared  to  a  control  group. 

Swine.  Generally,  the  literature  findings  for  swine  appear  to  be  similar  to  those  reported  for  cows 
and  horses.  While  there  are  some  effects  from  aircraft  noise  reported  in  the  literature,  these 
effects  are  minor.  Studies  of  continuous  noise  exposure  (i.e.,  6  hours  or  72  hours  of  constant 
exposure)  reported  influences  on  short-term  hormonal  production  and  release.  Additional 
constant  exposure  studies  indicated  the  observation  of  stress  reactions,  hypertension,  and 
electrolyte  imbalances  (Dufour  1980).  A  study  by  Bond  et  al.  demonstrated  no  adverse  effects  on 
the  feeding  efficiency,  weight  gain,  ear  physiology,  or  thyroid  and  adrenal  gland  condition  of 
pigs  subjected  to  aircraft  noise  (1963).  Observations  of  heart  rate  increase  were  recorded  and  it 
was  noted  that  cessation  of  the  noise  resulted  in  the  return  to  normal  heart  rates.  Conception  rates 
and  offspring  survivorship  did  not  appear  to  be  influenced  by  exposure  to  aircraft  noise. 

Similarly,  simulated  aircraft  noise  at  levels  of  100  dB  to  135  dB  had  only  minor  effects  on  the 
rate  of  feed  utilization,  weight  gain,  food  intake,  and  reproduction  rates  of  boars  and  sows 
exposed,  and  there  were  no  injuries  or  inner  ear  changes  observed  (Gladwin  et  al.  1988; 
Manci  et  al.  1988). 

Domestic  Fowl.  According  to  a  1994  position  paper  by  the  USAF  on  effects  of  low-altitude 
overflights  (below  1,000  feet)  on  domestic  fowl,  overflight  activity  has  negligible  effects 
(USAF  1994).  The  paper  did  recognize  that  given  certain  circumstances,  adverse  effects  can  be 
serious.  Some  of  the  effects  can  be  panic  reactions,  reduced  productivity,  and  effects  on 
marketability  (e.g.,  bruising  of  the  meat  caused  during  “pile-up”  situations). 

The  typical  reaction  of  domestic  fowl  after  exposure  to  sudden,  intense  noise  is  a  short-term 
startle  response.  The  reaction  ceases  as  soon  as  the  stimulus  is  ended,  and  within  a  few  minutes 
all  activity  returns  to  normal.  More  severe  responses  are  possible  depending  on  the  number  of 
birds,  the  frequency  of  exposure,  and  environmental  conditions.  Farge  crowds  of  birds  and  birds 
not  previously  exposed  are  more  likely  to  pile  up  in  response  to  a  noise  stimulus  (USAF  1994). 
According  to  studies  and  interviews  with  growers,  it  is  typically  the  previously  unexposed  birds 
that  incite  panic  crowding,  and  the  tendency  to  do  so  is  markedly  reduced  within  five  exposures 
to  the  stimulus  (USAF  1994).  This  suggests  that  the  birds  habituate  relatively  quickly.  Egg 
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productivity  was  not  adversely  affected  by  infrequent  noise  bursts,  even  at  exposure  levels  as 
high  as  120  to  130  dB. 

Between  1956  and  1988,  there  were  100  recorded  claims  against  the  Navy  for  alleged  damage  to 
domestic  fowl.  The  number  of  claims  averaged  three  per  year,  with  peak  numbers  of  claims 
following  publications  of  studies  on  the  topic  in  the  early  1960s  (USAF  1994).  Many  of  the 
claims  were  disproved  or  did  not  have  sufficient  supporting  evidence.  The  claims  were  filed  for 
the  following  alleged  damages:  55  percent  for  panic  reactions,  31  percent  for  decreased 
production,  6  percent  for  reduced  hatchability,  6  percent  for  weight  loss,  and  less  than  1  percent 
for  reduced  fertility  (USAF  1994). 

Turkeys.  The  review  of  the  existing  literature  suggests  that  there  has  not  been  a  concerted  or 
widespread  effort  to  study  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on  commercial  turkeys.  One  study 
involving  turkeys  examined  the  differences  between  simulated  versus  actual  overflight  aircraft 
noise,  turkey  responses  to  the  noise,  weight  gain,  and  evidence  of  habituation 
(Bowles  et  al.  1990).  Findings  from  the  study  suggested  that  turkeys  habituated  to  jet  aircraft 
noise  quickly,  that  there  were  no  growth  rate  differences  between  the  experimental  and  control 
groups,  and  that  there  were  some  behavioral  differences  that  increased  the  difficulty  in  handling 
individuals  within  the  experimental  group. 

Low-altitude  overflights  were  shown  to  cause  turkey  flocks  that  were  kept  inside  turkey  houses 
to  occasionally  pile  up  and  experience  high  mortality  rates  due  to  the  aircraft  noise  and  a  variety 
of  disturbances  unrelated  to  aircraft  (USAF  1994). 

C.2.5.2  Wildlife 

Studies  on  the  effects  of  overflights  and  sonic  booms  on  wildlife  have  been  focused  mostly  on 
avian  species  and  ungulates  such  as  caribou  and  bighorn  sheep.  Few  studies  have  been  conducted 
on  marine  mammals,  small  terrestrial  mammals,  reptiles,  amphibians,  and  carnivorous  mammals. 
Generally,  species  that  live  entirely  below  the  surface  of  the  water  have  also  been  ignored  due  to 
the  fact  they  do  not  experience  the  same  level  of  sound  as  terrestrial  species  (NFS  1994).  Wild 
ungulates  appear  to  be  much  more  sensitive  to  noise  disturbance  than  domestic  livestock 
(Manci  et  al.  1988).  This  may  be  due  to  previous  exposure  to  disturbances.  One  common  factor 
appears  to  be  that  low-altitude  flyovers  seem  to  be  more  disruptive  in  terrain  where  there  is  little 
cover  (Manci  et  al.  1988). 

C.2.5.3  Mammals 

Terrestrial  Mammals.  Studies  of  terrestrial  mammals  have  shown  that  noise  levels  of  120  dBA 
can  damage  mammals’  ears,  and  levels  of  95  dBA  can  cause  temporary  loss  of  hearing  acuity. 
Noise  from  aircraft  has  affected  other  large  carnivores  by  causing  changes  in  home  ranges, 
foraging  patterns,  and  breeding  behavior.  One  study  recommended  that  aircraft  not  be  allowed  to 
fly  at  altitudes  below  2,000  feet  AGL  over  important  grizzly  and  polar  bear  habitat 
(Dufour  1980).  Wolves  have  been  frightened  by  low-altitude  flights  that  were  25  to  1,000  feet 
off  the  ground.  However,  wolves  have  been  found  to  adapt  to  aircraft  overflights  and  noise  as 
long  as  they  were  not  being  hunted  from  aircraft  (Dufour  1980). 

Wild  ungulates  (American  bison,  caribou,  bighorn  sheep)  appear  to  be  much  more  sensitive  to 
noise  disturbance  than  domestic  livestock  (Weisenberger  et  al.  1996).  Behavioral  reactions  may 
be  related  to  the  past  history  of  disturbances  by  such  things  as  humans  and  aircraft.  Common 
reactions  of  reindeer  kept  in  an  enclosure  and  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  disturbance  were  a  slight 
startle  response,  raising  of  the  head,  pricking  ears,  and  scenting  of  the  air.  Panic  reactions  and 


Final 


C-27 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


extensive  changes  in  behavior  of  individual  animals  were  not  observed.  Observations  of  caribou 
in  Alaska  exposed  to  fixed-wing  aircraft  and  helicopters  showed  running  and  panic  reactions 
occurred  when  overflights  were  at  an  altitude  of  200  feet  or  less.  The  reactions  decreased  with 
increased  altitude  of  overflights,  and  for  overflights  higher  than  500  feet  in  altitude,  the  panic 
reactions  stopped.  Also,  smaller  groups  reacted  less  strongly  than  larger  groups.  One  negative 
effect  of  the  running  and  avoidance  behavior  is  increased  expenditure  of  energy.  For  a 
90-kilogram  animal,  the  calculated  expenditure  due  to  aircraft  harassment  is  64  kilocalories 
per  minute  when  running  and  20  kilocalories  per  minute  when  walking.  When  conditions  are 
favorable,  this  expenditure  can  be  counteracted  with  increased  feeding;  however,  during  harsh 
winter  conditions,  this  may  not  be  possible.  Incidental  observations  of  wolves  and  bears  exposed 
to  fixed-wing  aircraft  and  helicopters  suggested  that  wolves  were  less  disturbed  than  wild 
ungulates,  while  grizzly  bears  showed  the  greatest  response  of  any  animal  species  observed. 

It  has  been  proven  that  low-altitude  overflights  do  induce  stress  in  animals.  Increased  heart  rates, 
an  indicator  of  excitement  or  stress,  have  been  found  in  pronghorn  antelope,  elk,  and  bighorn 
sheep.  These  reactions  occur  naturally  as  a  response  to  predation,  so  infrequent  overflights  may 
not,  in  and  of  themselves,  be  detrimental.  However,  flights  at  high  frequencies  over  a  long  period 
of  time  may  cause  harmful  effects.  The  consequences  of  this  disturbance,  while  cumulative,  are 
not  additive.  Aircraft  disturbance  may  not  cause  obvious  and  serious  health  effects,  but  coupled 
with  a  harsh  winter,  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact.  Research  has  shown  that  stress  induced  by 
other  types  of  disturbances  produces  long-term  decreases  in  metabolism  and  hormone  balances 
in  wild  ungulates. 

Behavioral  responses  can  range  from  mild  to  severe.  Mild  responses  include  head  raising,  body 
shifting,  or  turning  to  orient  toward  the  aircraft.  Moderate  disturbance  may  be  nervous  behaviors, 
such  as  trotting  a  short  distance.  Escape  is  the  typical  severe  response. 

Marine  Mammals.  The  physiological  composition  of  the  ear  in  aquatic  and  marine  mammals 
exhibits  adaptation  to  the  aqueous  environment.  These  differences  (relative  to  terrestrial  species) 
manifest  themselves  in  the  auricle  and  middle  ear  (Manci  et  al.  1988).  Some  mammals  use 
echolocation  to  perceive  objects  in  their  surroundings  and  to  determine  the  directions  and 
locations  of  sound  sources  (Simmons  1983  in  Manci  et  al.  1988). 

Research  conducted  on  northern  fur  seals,  sea  lions,  and  ringed  seals  indicated  that  there  are  some 
differences  in  how  various  animal  groups  receive  frequencies  of  sound.  It  was  observed  that  these 
species  exhibited  varying  intensities  of  a  startle  response  to  airborne  noise,  which  was  habituated 
over  time.  The  rates  of  habituation  appeared  to  vary  with  species,  populations,  and  demographics 
(age,  sex).  Time  of  day  of  exposure  was  also  a  factor  (Muyberg  1978  in  Manci  et  al.  1988). 

Studies  accomplished  near  the  Channel  Islands  were  conducted  near  the  area  where  the  space 
shuttle  launches  occur.  It  was  found  that  there  were  some  response  differences  between  species 
relative  to  the  loudness  of  sonic  booms.  Those  booms  that  were  between  80  and  89  dBA  caused  a 
greater  intensity  of  startle  reactions  than  lower-intensity  booms  of  72  to  79  dBA.  However,  the 
duration  of  the  startle  responses  to  louder  sonic  booms  was  shorter  (Jehl  and  Cooper  1980 
in  Manci  et  al.  1988). 

Jehl  and  Cooper  indicated  that  low-flying  helicopters,  loud  boat  noises,  and  humans  were  the 
most  disturbing  to  pinnipeds  (1980).  According  to  the  research,  although  the  space  launch  and 
associated  operational  activity  noises  have  not  had  a  measurable  effect  on  the  pinniped 
population,  it  also  suggests  that  there  was  a  greater  “disturbance  level”  exhibited  during  launch 
activities.  There  was  a  recommendation  to  continue  observations  for  behavioral  effects  and  to 
perform  long-term  population  monitoring  (Jehl  and  Cooper  1980). 
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The  continued  presence  of  single  or  multiple  noise  sources  could  cause  marine  mammals  to  leave 
a  preferred  habitat.  However,  it  does  not  appear  likely  that  overflights  could  cause  migration 
from  suitable  habitats  because  aircraft  noise  over  water  is  mobile  and  would  not  persist  over  any 
particular  area.  Aircraft  noise,  including  supersonic  noise,  currently  occurs  in  the  overwater 
airspace  of  Eglin,  Tyndall,  and  Langley  Air  Force  Bases  from  sorties  predominantly  involving 
jet  aircraft.  Survey  results  reported  in  Davis  et  al.  indicate  that  cetaceans  (i.e.,  dolphins)  occur 
under  all  of  the  Eglin  and  Tyndall  marine  airspace  (2000).  The  continuing  presence  of  dolphins 
indicates  that  aircraft  noise  does  not  discourage  use  of  the  area  and  apparently  does  not  harm  the 
locally  occurring  population. 

In  a  summary  by  the  National  Park  Service  on  the  effects  of  noise  on  marine  mammals,  it  was 
determined  that  gray  whales  and  harbor  porpoises  showed  no  outward  behavioral  response  to 
aircraft  noise  or  overflights  (1994).  Bottlenose  dolphins  showed  no  obvious  reaction  in  a  study 
involving  helicopter  overflights  at  1,200  to  1,800  feet  above  the  water.  They  also  did  not  show 
any  reaction  to  survey  aircraft  unless  the  shadow  of  the  aircraft  passed  over  them,  at  which  point 
there  was  some  observed  tendency  to  dive  (Richardson  et  al.  1995).  Other  anthropogenic  noises 
in  the  marine  environment  from  ships  and  pleasure  craft  may  have  more  of  an  effect  on  marine 
mammals  than  aircraft  noise  (USAF  2000).  The  noise  effects  on  cetaceans  appear  to  be 
somewhat  attenuated  by  the  air/water  interface. 

Manatees  appear  relatively  unresponsive  to  human-generated  noise  to  the  point  that  they  are 
often  suspected  of  being  deaf  to  oncoming  boats  (although  their  hearing  is  actually  similar  to  that 
of  pinnipeds)  (Bullock  et  al.  1980).  Little  is  known  about  the  importance  of  acoustic 
communication  to  manatees,  although  they  are  known  to  produce  at  least  10  different  types  of 
sounds  and  are  thought  to  have  sensitive  hearing  (Richardson  et  al.  1995). 

C.2.5.4  Birds 

Auditory  research  conducted  on  birds  indicates  that  they  fall  between  reptiles  and  mammals 
relative  to  hearing  sensitivity.  According  to  Dooling,  within  the  range  of  1,000  to  5,000  Hz,  birds 
show  a  level  of  hearing  sensitivity  similar  to  that  of  the  more  sensitive  mammals  (1978).  In 
contrast  to  mammals,  bird  sensitivity  falls  off  at  a  greater  rate  with  increasing  and  decreasing 
frequencies.  Passive  observations  and  studies  examining  aircraft  bird  strikes  indicate  that  birds 
nest  and  forage  near  airports.  Aircraft  noise  in  the  vicinity  of  commercial  airports  apparently 
does  not  inhibit  bird  presence  and  use. 

High-noise  events  (like  a  low-altitude  aircraft  overflight)  may  cause  birds  to  engage  in  escape  or 
avoidance  behaviors,  such  as  flushing  from  perches  or  nests  (Ellis  et  al.  1991).  These  activities 
impose  an  energy  cost  on  the  birds  that,  over  the  long  term,  may  affect  survival  or  growth.  In 
addition,  the  birds  may  spend  less  time  engaged  in  necessary  activities  like  feeding,  preening,  or 
caring  for  their  young  because  they  spend  time  in  noise-avoidance  activity.  However,  the 
long-term  significance  of  noise-related  impacts  is  less  clear.  Several  studies  on  nesting  raptors 
have  indicated  that  birds  become  habituated  to  aircraft  overflights  and  that  long-term 
reproductive  success  is  not  affected  (Grubb  and  King  1991;  Ellis  et  al.  1991).  Threshold  noise 
levels  for  significant  responses  range  from  62  dB  for  Pacific  black  brant  to  85  dB  for  crested  tern 
(Brown  1990;  Ward  and  Stehn  1990). 

Songbirds  were  observed  to  become  silent  prior  to  the  onset  of  a  sonic  boom  event  (F-111  jets), 
followed  by  “raucous  discordant  cries.”  There  was  a  return  to  normal  singing  within  10  seconds 
after  the  boom  (Higgins  1974  in  Manci  et  al.  1988).  Ravens  responded  by  emitting  protestation 
calls,  flapping  their  wings,  and  soaring. 


Final 


C-29 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Manci  et  al.  reported  a  reduction  in  reproductive  success  in  some  small  territorial  passerines 
(i.e.,  perching  birds  or  songbirds)  after  exposure  to  low-altitude  overflights  (1988).  However,  it  has 
been  observed  that  passerines  are  not  driven  any  great  distance  from  a  favored  food  source  by  a 
nonspecific  disturbance,  such  as  aircraft  overflights  (USFS  1992).  Further  study  may  be  warranted. 

A  recent  study,  conducted  cooperatively  between  DoD  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
assessed  the  response  of  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  to  a  range  of  military  training  noise 
events,  including  artillery,  small  arms,  helicopter,  and  maneuver  noise  (Pater  et  al.  1999).  The 
project  findings  show  that  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  successfully  acclimates  to  military 
noise  events.  Depending  on  the  noise  level,  which  ranged  from  innocuous  to  very  loud,  the  birds 
responded  by  flushing  from  their  nest  cavities.  When  the  noise  source  was  closer  and  the  noise 
level  was  higher,  the  number  of  flushes  increased  proportionately.  In  all  cases,  however,  the 
birds  returned  to  their  nests  within  a  relatively  short  period  of  time  (usually  within  12  minutes). 
Additionally,  the  noise  exposure  did  not  result  in  any  mortality  or  statistically  detectable  changes 
in  reproductive  success  (Pater  et  al.  1999).  Red-cockaded  woodpeckers  did  not  flush  when 
artillery  simulators  were  more  than  122  meters  away  and  SEL  noise  levels  were  70  dBA. 

Lynch  and  Speake  studied  the  effects  of  both  real  and  simulated  sonic  booms  on  the  nesting  and 
brooding  eastern  wild  turkey  in  Alabama  (1978).  Hens  at  four  nest  sites  were  subjected  to 
between  8  and  11  combined  real  and  simulated  sonic  booms.  All  tests  elicited  similar  responses, 
including  quick  lifting  of  the  head  and  apparent  alertness  for  between  10  and  20  seconds.  No 
apparent  nest  failure  occurred  as  a  result  of  the  sonic  booms. 

Twenty-one  brood  groups  were  also  subjected  to  simulated  sonic  booms.  Reactions  varied 
slightly  between  groups,  but  the  largest  percentage  of  groups  reacted  by  standing  motionless 
after  the  initial  blast.  Upon  the  sound  of  the  boom,  the  hens  and  poults  fled  until  reaching  the 
edge  of  the  woods  (approximately  4  to  8  meters).  Afterward,  the  poults  resumed  feeding 
activities  while  the  hens  remained  alert  for  a  short  period  of  time  (approximately  15  to 
20  seconds).  In  no  instances  were  poults  abandoned,  nor  did  they  scatter  and  become  lost.  Every 
observation  group  returned  to  normal  activities  within  a  maximum  of  30  seconds  after  a  blast. 

C.  2. 5. 4.1  Raptors 

In  a  literature  review  of  raptor  responses  to  aircraft  noise,  Manci  et  al.  found  that  most  raptors 
did  not  show  a  negative  response  to  overflights  (1988).  When  negative  responses  were  observed, 
they  were  predominantly  associated  with  rotor-winged  aircraft  or  jet  aircraft  that  were  repeatedly 
passing  within  0.5  miles  of  a  nest. 

Ellis  et  al.  performed  a  study  to  estimate  the  effects  of  low-level  military  jet  aircraft  and  mid-to 
high-altitude  sonic  booms  (both  actual  and  simulated)  on  nesting  peregrine  falcons  and  seven 
other  raptors  (common  black-hawk,  Harris’  hawk,  zone-tailed  hawk,  red-tailed  hawk,  golden 
eagle,  prairie  falcon,  bald  eagle)  (1991).  They  observed  responses  to  test  stimuli,  determined  nest 
success  for  the  year  of  the  testing,  and  evaluated  site  occupancy  the  following  year.  Both 
long-  and  short-term  effects  were  noted  in  the  study.  The  results  reported  the  successful  fledging 
of  young  in  34  of  38  nest  sites  (all  eight  species)  subjected  to  low-level  flight  and/or  simulated 
sonic  booms.  Twenty-two  of  the  test  sites  were  revisited  in  the  following  year,  and  observations 
of  pairs  or  lone  birds  were  made  at  all  but  one  nest.  Nesting  attempts  were  underway  at  19  of 
20  sites  that  were  observed  long  enough  to  be  certain  of  breeding  activity.  Re-occupancy  and 
productivity  rates  were  within  or  above  expected  values  for  self-sustaining  populations. 

Short-term  behavior  responses  were  also  noted.  Overflights  at  a  distance  of  150  meters  or  less 
produced  few  significant  responses  and  no  severe  responses.  Typical  responses  included 
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crouching  or,  very  rarely,  flushing  from  the  perch  site.  Significant  responses  were  most  evident 
before  egg  laying  and  after  young  were  “well  grown.”  Incubating  or  brooding  adults  never  burst 
from  the  nest,  thus  preventing  egg  breaking  or  knocking  chicks  out  of  the  nest.  Jet  passes  and 
sonic  booms  often  caused  noticeable  alarm;  however,  significant  negative  responses  were  rare 
and  did  not  appear  to  limit  productivity  or  re-occupancy.  The  locations  of  some  of  the  nests  may 
have  caused  some  birds  to  be  habituated  to  aircraft  noise.  There  were  some  test  sites  located  at 
distances  far  from  zones  of  frequent  military  aircraft  usage,  and  the  test  stimuli  were  often  closer, 
louder,  and  more  frequent  than  would  be  likely  for  a  normal  training  situation. 

Manci  et  al.  noted  that  a  female  northern  harrier  was  observed  hunting  on  a  bombing  range  in 
Mississippi  during  bombing  exercises  (1988).  The  harrier  was  apparently  unfazed  by  the 
exercises,  even  when  a  bomb  exploded  within  200  feet.  In  a  similar  case  of 
habituation/non-disturbance,  a  study  on  the  Florida  snail-kite  stated  that  the  greatest  reaction  to 
overflights  (approximately  98  dBA)  was  “watching  the  aircraft  fly  by.”  No  detrimental  impacts 
to  distribution,  breeding  success,  or  behavior  were  noted. 

Bald  Eagle.  A  study  by  Grubb  and  King  on  the  reactions  of  the  bald  eagle  to  human  disturbances 
showed  that  terrestrial  disturbances  elicited  the  greatest  response,  followed  by  aquatic 
(i.e.,  boats)  and  aerial  disturbances  (1991).  The  disturbance  regime  of  the  area  where  the  study 
occurred  was  predominantly  characterized  by  aircraft  noise.  The  study  found  that  pedestrians 
consistently  caused  responses  that  were  greater  in  both  frequency  and  duration.  Helicopters 
elicited  the  highest  level  of  aircraft-related  responses.  Aircraft  disturbances,  although  the  most 
common  form  of  disturbance,  resulted  in  the  lowest  levels  of  response.  This  low  response  level 
may  have  been  due  to  habituation;  however,  flights  less  than  170  meters  away  caused  reactions 
similar  to  other  disturbance  types.  Ellis  et  al.  showed  that  eagles  typically  respond  to  the 
proximity  of  a  disturbance,  such  as  a  pedestrian  or  aircraft  within  100  meters,  rather  than  the 
noise  level  (1991).  They  also  noted  that  helicopters  were  four  times  more  likely  to  cause  a 
reaction  than  a  commercial  jet  and  20  times  more  likely  to  cause  a  reaction  than  a  propeller 
plane.  Fraser  et  al.  have  suggested  that  raptors  habituate  to  overflights  rapidly,  sometimes 
tolerating  aircraft  approaches  of  65  feet  or  less  (1985). 

Osprey.  A  1998  study  by  Trimper  et  al.  in  Goose  Bay,  Labrador,  Canada,  focused  on  the 
reactions  of  nesting  osprey  to  military  overflights  by  CF-18  Hornets.  Reactions  varied  from 
increased  alertness  and  focused  observation  of  planes  to  adjustments  in  incubation  posture. 
No  overt  reactions  (e.g.,  startle  response,  rapid  nest  departure)  were  observed  as  a  result  of  an 
overflight.  Young  nestlings  crouched  as  a  result  of  any  disturbance  until  they  grew  to  1  to 
2  weeks  prior  to  fledging.  Helicopters,  human  presence,  float  planes,  and  other  ospreys  elicited 
the  strongest  reactions  from  nesting  ospreys.  These  responses  included  flushing,  agitation,  and 
aggressive  displays.  Adult  osprey  showed  high  nest  occupancy  rates  during  incubation  regardless 
of  external  influences. 

The  osprey  observed  occasionally  stared  in  the  direction  of  the  flight  before  it  was  audible  to  the 
observers.  The  birds  may  have  been  habituated  to  the  noise  of  the  flights;  however,  overflights 
were  strictly  controlled  during  the  experimental  period.  Strong  reactions  to  float  planes  and 
helicopter  may  have  been  due  to  the  slower  flight  and  therefore  longer  duration  of  visual  stimuli 
rather  than  noise-related  stimuli. 

Red-Tailed  Hawk.  Andersen  et  al.  conducted  a  study  that  investigated  the  effects  of  low-level 
helicopter  overflights  on  35  red-tailed  hawk  nests  (1989).  Some  of  the  nests  had  not  been  flown 
over  prior  to  the  study.  The  hawks  that  were  naive  (i.e.,  not  previously  exposed)  to  helicopter 
flights  exhibited  stronger  avoidance  behavior  (9  of  17  birds  flushed  from  their  nests)  than  those 
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that  had  experienced  prior  overflights.  The  overflights  did  not  appear  to  affect  nesting  success  in 
either  study  group.  These  findings  were  consistent  with  the  belief  that  red-tailed  hawks  habituate 
to  low-level  air  traffic,  even  during  the  nesting  period. 

C.2.5.4.2  Migratory  Waterfowl 

A  study  by  Conomy  et  al.  exposed  previously  unexposed  ducks  to  71  noise  events  per  day  that 
equaled  or  exceeded  80  dBA  (1998).  It  was  determined  that  the  proportion  of  time  black  ducks 
reacted  to  aircraft  activity  and  noise  decreased  from  38  percent  to  6  percent  in  17  days  and 
remained  stable  at  5.8  percent  thereafter.  In  the  same  study,  the  wood  duck  did  not  appear  to 
habituate  to  aircraft  disturbance.  This  supports  the  notion  that  animal  response  to  aircraft  noise  is 
species-specific.  Because  a  startle  response  to  aircraft  noise  can  result  in  flushing  from  nests, 
migrants  and  animals  living  in  areas  with  high  concentrations  of  predators  would  be  the  most 
vulnerable  to  experiencing  effects  of  lowered  birth  rates  and  recruitment  over  time.  Species  that  are 
subjected  to  infrequent  overflights  do  not  appear  to  habituate  to  overflight  disturbance  as  readily. 

Black  brant  studied  in  the  Alaskan  Peninsula  were  exposed  to  jets  and  propeller  aircraft, 
helicopters,  gunshots,  people,  boats,  and  various  raptors.  Jets  accounted  for  65  percent  of  all  the 
disturbances.  Humans,  eagles,  and  boats  caused  a  greater  percentage  of  brant  to  take  flight.  There 
was  markedly  greater  reaction  to  Bell-206-B  helicopter  flights  than  fixed-wing,  single-engine 
aircraft  (Ward  et  al.  1986). 

The  presence  of  humans  and  low-flying  helicopters  in  the  Mackenzie  Valley  North  Slope  area 
did  not  appear  to  affect  the  population  density  of  Lapland  longspurs,  but  the  experimental  group 
was  shown  to  have  reduced  hatching  and  fledging  success  and  higher  nest  abandonment.  Human 
presence  appeared  to  have  a  greater  impact  on  the  incubating  behavior  of  the  black  brant, 
common  eider,  and  Arctic  tern  than  fixed-wing  aircraft  (Gunn  and  Livingston  1974). 

Gunn  and  Livingston  found  that  waterfowl  and  seabirds  in  the  Mackenzie  Valley  and 
North  Slope  of  Alaska  and  Canada  became  acclimated  to  float  plane  disturbance  over  the  course 
of  3  days  (1974).  Additionally,  it  was  observed  that  potential  predators  (bald  eagle)  caused  a 
number  of  birds  to  leave  their  nests.  Non-breeding  birds  were  observed  to  be  more  reactive  than 
breeding  birds.  Waterfowl  were  affected  by  helicopter  flights,  while  snow  geese  were  disturbed 
by  Cessna  185  flights.  The  geese  flushed  when  the  planes  were  under  1,000  feet,  compared  to 
higher  flight  elevations.  An  overall  reduction  in  flock  sizes  was  observed.  It  was  recommended 
that  aircraft  flights  be  reduced  in  the  vicinity  of  pre-migratory  staging  areas. 

Manci  et  al.  reported  that  waterfowl  were  particularly  disturbed  by  aircraft  noise  (1988).  The  most 
sensitive  appeared  to  be  snow  geese.  Canada  geese  and  snow  geese  were  thought  to  be  more 
sensitive  than  other  animals  such  as  turkey  vultures,  coyotes,  and  raptors  (Edwards  et  al.  1979). 

C.2.5.4.3  Wading  and  Shore  Birds 

Black  et  al.  studied  the  effects  of  low-altitude  (less  than  500  feet  ACL)  military  training  flights 
with  sound  levels  from  55  to  100  dBA  on  wading  bird  colonies  (i.e.,  great  egret,  snowy  egret, 
tricolored  heron,  and  little  blue  heron)  (1984).  The  training  flights  involved  three  or  four  aircraft, 
which  occurred  once  or  twice  per  day.  This  study  concluded  that  the  reproductive  activity — 
including  nest  success,  nestling  survival,  and  nestling  chronology — was  independent  of 
F-16  overflights.  Dependent  variables  were  more  strongly  related  to  ecological  factors,  including 
location  and  physical  characteristics  of  the  colony  and  climatology.  Another  study  on  the  effects 
of  circling  fixed-wing  aircraft  and  helicopter  overflights  on  wading  bird  colonies  found  that  at 
altitudes  of  195  to  390  feet,  there  was  no  reaction  in  nearly  75  percent  of  the  220  observations. 
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Ninety  percent  displayed  no  reaction  or  merely  looked  toward  the  direction  of  the  noise  source. 
Another  6  percent  stood  up,  3  percent  walked  from  the  nest,  and  2  percent  flushed  (but  were 
without  active  nests)  and  returned  within  5  minutes  (Kushlan  1979).  Apparently  non-nesting 
wading  birds  had  a  slightly  higher  incidence  of  reacting  to  overflights  than  nesting  birds. 
Seagulls  observed  roosting  near  a  colony  of  wading  birds  in  another  study  remained  at  their 
roosts  when  subsonic  aircraft  flew  overhead  (Burger  1981).  Colony  distribution  appeared  to  be 
most  directly  correlated  to  available  wetland  community  types  and  was  found  to  be  distributed 
randomly  with  respect  to  Military  Training  Routes.  These  results  suggest  that  wading  bird 
species  presence  was  most  closely  linked  to  habitat  availability  and  that  they  were  not  affected 
by  low-level  military  overflights  (USAF  2000). 

Burger  studied  the  response  of  migrating  shorebirds  to  human  disturbance  and  found  that 
shorebirds  did  not  fly  in  response  to  aircraft  overflights,  but  did  flush  in  response  to  more  localized 
intrusions  (i.e.,  humans  and  dogs  on  the  beach)  (1986).  Burger  studied  the  effects  of  noise  from 
John  F.  Kennedy  International  Airport  in  New  York  on  herring  gulls  that  nested  less  than 
1  kilometer  from  the  airport  (1981).  Noise  levels  over  the  nesting  colony  were  85  to  100  dBA  on 
approach  and  94  to  105  dBA  on  takeoff.  Generally,  there  did  not  appear  to  be  any  prominent 
adverse  effects  of  subsonic  aircraft  on  nesting,  although  some  birds  flushed  when  a  Concorde  flew 
overhead  and,  when  they  returned,  engaged  in  aggressive  behavior.  Groups  of  gulls  tended  to  loaf 
in  the  area  of  the  nesting  colony,  and  these  birds  remained  at  the  roost  when  the  Concorde  flew 
overhead.  Up  to  208  of  the  loafing  gulls  flew  when  supersonic  aircraft  flew  overhead.  These  birds 
would  circle  around  and  immediately  land  in  the  loafing  flock  (USAF  2000). 

In  1970,  sonic  booms  were  potentially  linked  to  a  mass  hatch  failure  of  sooty  terns  on  the 
Dry  Tortugas  (Austin  et  al.  1970).  The  cause  of  the  failure  was  not  certain,  but  it  was  conjectured 
that  sonic  booms  from  military  aircraft  or  an  overgrowth  of  vegetation  were  factors.  In  the 
previous  season,  sooties  were  observed  to  react  to  sonic  booms  by  rising  in  a  “panic  flight,” 
circling  over  the  island,  and  then  usually  settling  down  on  their  eggs  again.  Hatching  that  year 
was  normal.  Following  the  1969  hatch  failure,  excess  vegetation  was  cleared  and  measures  were 
taken  to  reduce  supersonic  activity.  The  1970  hatch  appeared  to  proceed  normally.  A  colony  of 
noddies  on  the  same  island  hatched  successfully  in  1969,  the  year  of  the  sooty  hatch  failure. 

Subsequent  laboratory  tests  of  exposure  of  eggs  to  sonic  booms  and  other  impulsive  noises 
(Bowles  et  al.  1991;  Bowles  et  al.  1994;  Cogger  and  Zegarra  1980)  failed  to  show  adverse  effects 
on  the  hatching  of  eggs.  A  structural  analysis  (Ting  et  al.  2002)  showed  that,  even  under 
extraordinary  circumstances,  sonic  booms  would  not  damage  an  avian  egg. 

Burger  observed  no  effects  of  subsonic  aircraft  on  herring  gulls  in  the  vicinity  of 
John  F.  Kennedy  International  Airport  (1981).  The  Concorde  aircraft  did  cause  more  nesting 
gulls  to  leave  their  nests  (especially  in  areas  of  higher  density  of  nests),  causing  the  breakage  of 
eggs  and  the  scavenging  of  eggs  by  intruder  prey.  Clutch  sizes  were  observed  to  be  smaller  in 
areas  of  higher-density  nesting  (presumably  due  to  the  greater  tendency  for  panic  flight)  than  in 
areas  where  there  were  fewer  nests. 

C.2.5.5  Fish,  Reptiles,  and  Amphibians 

The  effects  of  overflight  noise  on  fish,  reptiles,  and  amphibians  have  been  poorly  studied,  but 
conclusions  regarding  their  expected  responses  have  involved  speculation  based  upon  known 
physiologies  and  behavioral  traits  of  these  taxa  (Gladwin  et  al.  1988).  Although  fish  do  startle  in 
response  to  low-flying  aircraft  noise,  and  probably  to  the  shadows  of  aircraft,  they  have  been 
found  to  habituate  to  the  sound  and  overflights.  Reptiles  and  amphibians  that  respond  to  low 
frequencies  and  those  that  respond  to  ground  vibration,  such  as  spadefoots  (genus  Scaphiopus), 
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may  be  affected  by  noise.  Limited  information  is  available  on  the  effects  of  short-duration  noise 
events  on  reptiles.  Dufour  in  1980  and  Manci  et  al.  in  1988,  summarized  a  few  studies  of  reptile 
responses  to  noise.  Some  reptile  species  tested  under  laboratory  conditions  experienced  at  least 
TTSs  or  hearing  loss  after  exposure  to  95  dB  for  several  minutes.  Crocodilians  in  general  have 
the  most  highly  developed  hearing  of  all  reptiles.  Crocodile  ears  have  lids  that  can  be  closed 
when  the  animal  goes  under  water.  These  lids  can  reduce  the  noise  intensity  by  10  to  12  dB 
(Wever  and  Vernon  1957).  On  Homestead  Air  Reserve  Station,  Florida,  two  crocodilians 
(the  American  alligator  and  the  spectacled  caiman)  reside  in  wetlands  and  canals  along  the  base 
runway,  suggesting  that  they  can  coexist  with  existing  noise  levels  of  an  active  runway, 
including  DNLs  of  85  dB. 

C.2.5.6  Summary 

Some  physiological/behavioral  responses  such  as  increased  hormonal  production,  increased  heart 
rate,  and  reduction  in  milk  production  have  been  described  in  a  small  percentage  of  studies.  A 
majority  of  the  studies  focusing  on  these  types  of  effects  have  reported  short-term  or  no  effects. 

The  relationships  between  physiological  effects  and  how  species  interact  with  their  environments 
have  not  been  thoroughly  studied.  Therefore,  the  larger  ecological  context  issues  regarding 
physiological  effects  of  jet  aircraft  noise  (if  any)  and  resulting  behavioral  pattern  changes  are  not 
well  understood. 

Animal  species  exhibit  a  wide  variety  of  responses  to  noise.  It  is  therefore  difficult  to  generalize 
animal  responses  to  noise  disturbances  or  to  draw  inferences  across  species,  as  reactions  to  jet 
aircraft  noise  appear  to  be  species -specific.  Consequently,  some  animal  species  may  be  more 
sensitive  than  other  species  and/or  may  exhibit  different  forms  or  intensities  of  behavioral 
responses.  For  instance,  one  study  suggests  that  wood  ducks  appear  to  be  more  sensitive  and 
more  resistant  to  acclimation  to  jet  aircraft  noise  than  Canada  geese.  Similarly,  wild  ungulates 
seem  to  be  more  easily  disturbed  than  domestic  animals. 

The  literature  does  suggest  that  common  responses  include  the  “startle”  or  “fright”  response  and, 
ultimately,  habituation.  It  has  been  reported  that  the  intensities  and  durations  of  the  startle 
response  decrease  with  the  numbers  and  frequencies  of  exposures,  suggesting  no  long-term 
adverse  effects.  The  majority  of  the  literature  suggests  that  domestic  animal  species  (cows, 
horses,  chickens)  and  wildlife  species  exhibit  adaptation,  acclimation,  and  habituation  after 
repeated  exposure  to  jet  aircraft  noise  and  sonic  booms. 

Animal  responses  to  aircraft  noise  appear  to  be  somewhat  dependent  on,  or  influenced  by,  the 
size,  shape,  speed,  proximity  (vertical  and  horizontal),  engine  noise,  color,  and  flight  profile  of 
planes.  Helicopters  also  appear  to  induce  greater  intensities  and  durations  of  disturbance 
behavior  as  compared  to  fixed-wing  aircraft.  Some  studies  showed  that  animals  that  had  been 
previously  exposed  to  jet  aircraft  noise  exhibited  greater  degrees  of  alarm  and  disturbance  to 
other  objects  creating  noise,  such  as  boats,  people,  and  objects  blowing  across  the  landscape. 
Other  factors  influencing  response  to  jet  aircraft  noise  may  include  wind  direction,  speed,  and 
local  air  turbulence;  landscape  structures  (i.e.,  amount  and  type  of  vegetative  cover);  and,  in  the 
case  of  bird  species,  whether  the  animals  are  in  the  incubation/nesting  phase. 

C.2.6  PROPERTY  VALUES 

There  are  a  number  of  factors  that  affect  property  values,  which  makes  predicting  impacts 
difficult.  Factors  directly  related  to  the  property,  such  as  size,  improvements,  and  location  of  the 
property,  as  well  as  current  conditions  in  the  real  estate  market,  interest  rates,  and  housing  sales 
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in  the  area,  are  more  likely  to  have  a  direct  adverse  impact  on  property  values.  Several  studies 
have  analyzed  property  values  as  they  relate  to  military  and  civilian  aircraft  noise.  In  one  study,  a 
regression  analysis  of  property  values  as  they  relate  to  aircraft  noise  at  two  military  installations 
was  conducted  (Fidell  et  al.  1996).  This  study  found  that,  while  aircraft  noise  at  these 
installations  may  have  had  minor  impacts  on  property  values,  it  was  difficult  to  quantify  that 
impact.  Other  factors,  such  as  the  quality  of  the  housing  near  the  installations  and  the  local  real 
estate  market,  had  a  larger  impact  on  property  values.  Therefore,  the  regression  analysis  was  not 
able  to  predict  the  impact  of  aircraft  noise  on  the  property  values  of  two  comparable  properties. 

Another  study  analyzed  33  other  studies  attempting  to  quantify  the  impact  of  noise  on  property 
values  (Nelson  2003).  The  result  of  the  study  supports  the  idea  that  the  potential  for  an  adverse 
impact  on  property  values  as  a  result  of  aircraft  noise  exists  and  estimates  that  the  value  of  a 
specific  property  could  be  discounted  between  0.5  and  0.6  percent  per  decibel  when  compared  to 
a  similar  property  that  is  not  impacted  by  aircraft  noise.  Additional  data  indicate  that  the  discount 
for  property  values  as  a  result  of  noise  would  be  higher  for  noise  levels  above  75  dB  DNL. 

C.2.7  SUBSONIC  AIRCRAFT  NOISE  EFFECTS  ON  STRUCTURES 

Normally,  the  most  sensitive  components  of  a  structure  to  airborne  noise  are  the  windows  and, 
infrequently,  the  plastered  walls  and  ceilings.  An  evaluation  of  the  peak  sound  pressures 
impinging  on  the  structure  is  normally  sufficient  to  determine  the  possibility  of  damage.  In 
general,  at  sound  levels  above  130  dB,  there  is  the  possibility  of  the  excitation  of  structural 
component  resonance.  While  certain  frequencies  (such  as  30  Hz  for  window  breakage)  may  be  of 
more  concern  than  other  frequencies,  conservatively,  only  sounds  lasting  more  than  1  second 
above  a  sound  level  of  130  dB  are  potentially  damaging  to  structural  components 
(CHABA  1977).  A  study  directed  specifically  at  low-altitude,  high-speed  aircraft  showed  that 
there  is  little  probability  of  structural  damage  from  such  operations  (Sutherland  1989).  One 
finding  in  that  study  is  that  sound  levels  at  damaging  frequencies  (e.g.,  30  Hz  for  window 
breakage  or  15  to  25  Hz  for  whole-house  response)  are  rarely  above  130  dB. 

Noise-induced  structural  vibration  may  also  cause  annoyance  to  dwelling  occupants  because  of 
induced  secondary  vibrations,  or  “rattle,”  of  objects  within  the  dwelling,  such  as  hanging 
pictures,  dishes,  plaques,  and  bric-a-brac.  Window  panes  may  also  vibrate  noticeably  when 
exposed  to  high  levels  of  airborne  noise,  causing  homeowners  to  fear  breakage.  In  general,  such 
noise-induced  vibrations  occur  at  sound  levels  above  those  considered  normally  incompatible 
with  residential  land  use.  Thus,  assessments  of  noise  exposure  levels  for  compatible  land  use 
should  also  be  protective  of  noise-induced  secondary  vibrations. 

C.2.8  SUBSONIC  AIRCRAFT  NOISE  EFFECTS  ON  STRUCTURE  AND 
TERRAIN 

Members  of  the  public  often  believe  that  noise  from  low-flying  aircraft  can  cause  avalanches  or 
landslides  by  disturbing  fragile  soil  or  snow  structures  in  mountainous  areas.  There  are  no  known 
instances  of  such  effects,  and  it  is  considered  improbable  that  such  effects  would  result  from 
routine,  subsonic  aircraft  operations. 

C.2.9  NOISE  EFFECTS  ON  HISTORICAL  AND  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  SITES 

Because  of  the  potential  for  increased  fragility  of  structural  components  of  historical  buildings 
and  other  historical  sites,  aircraft  noise  may  affect  such  sites  more  severely  than  newer,  modem 
structures.  Most  scientific  studies  of  the  effects  of  noise  and  vibration  on  historic  properties  have 
considered  potential  impacts  on  standing  architecture.  For  example,  the  FA  A  published  a  study 
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of  potential  impacts  resulting  from  vibrations  caused  by  the  noise  of  subsonic  Concorde 
overflights  on  five  historic  properties,  including  a  restored  plantation  house,  a  stone  bridge  and 
tollhouse,  and  other  structures  (Hershey,  Kevala,  and  Burns  1975).  This  study  analyzed  the 
breakage  probabilities  of  structural  elements  that  might  be  considered  susceptible  to  vibration, 
such  as  window  glass,  mortar,  and  plaster.  The  results  indicated  that,  with  the  exception  of  some 
already  cracked  window  glass,  there  was  no  practical  risk  of  noise-induced  vibration  damage  to 
any  of  these  structures. 

Some  studies  of  the  effects  of  overflights — both  subsonic  and  supersonic — on  archaeological 
structures  and  other  types  of  sites  also  have  been  published.  Battis  examined  the  effects  of 
low-altitude  overflights  of  B-52,  RF-4C,  and  A-7  aircraft  on  standing  walls  at  Long  House  Ruin 
in  northeastern  Arizona  (Battis  1988).  The  motion  levels  observed  during  all  passes  were  well 
below  a  conservative  threshold  for  vibration  in  ancient  structures,  a  level  of  1.3  millimeters 
per  second,  established  by  two  previous  studies.  Battis  concluded  that  vibration  associated  with 
aircraft  overflights  at  speeds  and  altitudes  similar  to  those  measured  in  his  study  would  have  no 
significant  damaging  effect  on  Long  House  and  similar  sites. 

USAF  National  Environment  Policy  Act  documents  have  examined  the  potential  impacts  on 
historic  properties  that  might  result  from  subsonic  and  supersonic  overflights.  In  1995,  USAF 
published  the  Environmental  Assessment  for  Continued  Supersonic  Operations  in  the  Black 
Mountain  Supersonic  Corridor  and  the  Alpha/Precision  Impact  Range  Area.  Eligible  and 
potentially  eligible  cultural  resources  in  the  area  of  potential  effect  include  petroglyph  and 
pictograph  panels  located  on  a  variety  of  rock  types,  historic  adobe  and  non-adobe  structures 
with  standing  walls,  and  historic  mines  (which  contain  tunnels)  and  wells.  The  report  concludes 
that  supersonic  low-altitude  flights  have  occurred  over  these  corridors  for  25  years  or  more  and 
have  resulted  in  no  significant  impacts  on  cultural  resources.  The  California  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  agreed,  and  during  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  Section  106 
review  of  this  undertaking,  concurred  with  USAE’s  finding  that  continued  supersonic  overflights 
would  have  no  effect  on  historic  properties. 

As  noted  above  for  the  noise  effects  of  noise-induced  vibrations  on  normal  structures, 
assessments  of  noise  exposure  levels  for  normally  compatible  land  uses  should  also  be  protective 
of  historic  and  archaeological  sites. 

C.3  SUBSONIC  AIRCRAFT  NOISE  MODELING 

An  aircraft  in  subsonic  flight  generally  emits  noise  from  two  sources:  the  engines  and  flow  noise 
around  the  airframe.  Noise  generation  mechanisms  are  complex  and,  in  practical  models,  the 
noise  sources  must  be  based  on  measured  data.  The  USAE  has  developed  a  series  of  computer 
models  and  aircraft  noise  databases  for  this  purpose.  The  models  include  NOISEMAP 
(Moulton  1992),  which  is  used  to  model  noise  around  airbases.  This  model  uses  the  NOISEEIEE 
database  developed  by  USAE.  NOISEEIEE  data  include  SEE  and  Emax  as  a  function  of  speed  and 
power  setting  for  aircraft  in  straight  flight. 

Noise  from  an  individual  aircraft  is  a  time-varying  continuous  sound.  It  is  first  audible  as  the 
aircraft  approaches,  increases  to  a  maximum  when  the  aircraft  is  near  its  closest  point,  then 
diminishes  as  it  departs.  The  noise  depends  on  the  speed  and  power  setting  of  the  aircraft  and  its 
trajectory.  The  models  noted  above  divide  the  trajectory  into  segments  whose  noise  can  be 
computed  from  the  data  in  NOISEEIEE.  The  contributions  from  these  segments  are  summed. 

Supporting  routines  from  NOISEMAP  were  used  to  calculate  SEE  and  E^ax  for  various  flight 
altitudes  and  lateral  off-sets  from  a  ground  receiver  position.  Sound  intensity  at  a  point  on  the 
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ground  is  also  affected  by  several  environmental  factors,  such  as  atmospheric  conditions  and 

properties  of  the  terrain  being  overflown. 
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Attachment  C-1.  Representative  Locations  Point  Analysis 

As  part  of  the  noise  analysis,  a  detailed  acoustical  analysis  was  performed  for  a  series  of 
locations,  which  are  listed  in  Tables  C-1-1  through  C-1-4.  As  described  in  Appendix  B, 
Section  B.l,  these  points  were  established  based  on  central  points  of  U.S.  Census  subdivisions, 
and  therefore,  do  not  represent  a  specific  noise-sensitive  receptor. 

Tables  C-1-1  through  C-1-4  present  the  details  of  the  major  noise  contributors  at  each  basing 
alternative  under  baseline  and  proposed  scenarios.  For  example,  under  the  Altus  AFB  baseline 
scenario,  the  contributor  of  the  highest  SEL  to  Location  No.  1  is  C-17  flying  profile  C17VPE, 
which  is  a  closed  pattern.  At  the  point  of  maximum  noise  level,  the  aircraft  is  located  at  a  slant 
distance  of  254  feet,  at  a  height  of  1,460  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (MSL),  a  power  setting  of 
1.4  EPR,  and  a  speed  of  180  knots.  The  event  would  be  expected  to  occur  approximately 
2.27  times  per  training  day  between  the  hours  of  7:00  A.M.  and  10:00  P.M.,  and  the  SEL  for  that 
event  is  approximately  106.9  dB. 
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Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 

Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios 


Altus  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

1 

1 

C-17 

C17VPE 

PAT 

17RC44 

1.14  EPR 

180 

1,460 

254 

2.27 

0.24 

106.9 

1 

2 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,180 

987 

7.86 

0.77 

100.9 

1 

3 

C-17 

C17A16 

ARR 

17LA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,810 

669 

0.18 

0.01 

99.6 

1 

4 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,173 

825 

0.63 

0.00 

96.5 

1 

5 

C-17 

C17IPE 

PAT 

17LC14 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,784 

851 

1.56 

0.09 

96.4 

1 

6 

C-17 

C17A15 

ARR 

17LA32 

1.14  EPR 

180 

1,832 

937 

0.18 

0.01 

96.3 

1 

7 

C-17 

C17A8 

ARR 

17AA33 

1.15  EPR 

160 

1,805 

821 

4.28 

0.27 

96.0 

1 

8 

C-17 

C17DD 

DEP 

35RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,804 

1,734 

0.89 

0.00 

95.9 

1 

9 

C-17 

C17VPL 

PAT 

17LC45 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,120 

862 

0.12 

0.00 

95.9 

1 

10 

C-17 

C17A15 

ARR 

17LA32 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,244 

888 

0.18 

0.01 

95.6 

2 

1 

C-17 

C17A46 

ARR 

35RA32 

1.10  EPR 

200 

2,000 

736 

0.10 

0.00 

97.1 

2 

2 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,651 

2,395 

14.61 

1.42 

92.3 

2 

3 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,651 

2,395 

12.62 

0.59 

92.3 

2 

4 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,651 

2,395 

3.91 

0.26 

92.3 

2 

5 

KC-46X 

46RCX 

PAT 

35RC13 

60.00  % 

N1 

180 

1,702 

476 

1.21 

0.14 

91.4 

2 

6 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,604 

6.79 

0.32 

90.7 

2 

7 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,603 

1.23 

0.06 

90.6 

2 

8 

KC-135R 

135RDC 

DEP 

17LD32 

92.00  % 

NE 

185 

2,841 

1,904 

0.19 

0.03 

88.8 

2 

9 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.34  EPR 

250 

4,506 

3,394 

1.03 

0.00 

88.5 

2 

10 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,949 

3,798 

0.46 

0.00 

88.2 

3 

1 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,915 

1,499 

0.24 

0.00 

101.5 

3 

2 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,915 

1,499 

0.24 

0.00 

101.5 

3 

3 

C-17 

C17A18 

ARR 

17RA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

2,066 

685 

0.08 

0.06 

99.4 

3 

4 

C-17 

C17A19 

ARR 

17RA22 

1.14  EPR 

125 

2,096 

712 

0.08 

0.06 

98.9 

3 

5 

C-17 

C17IPB 

PAT 

17RC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,135 

749 

0.78 

0.05 

98.5 

3 

6 

C-17 

C17IPA 

PAT 

17RC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,135 

749 

0.78 

0.05 

98.5 

3 

7 

C-17 

TC17A1 

ARR 

17RA11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,119 

733 

0.09 

0.03 

98.3 

3 

8 

C-17 

C17AB 

ARR 

17RA11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,119 

733 

1.25 

0.00 

98.3 

3 

9 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,018 

710 

3.91 

0.26 

98.2 

3 

10 

C-17 

C17VPA 

PAT 

17RC13 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,020 

711 

0.44 

0.03 

98.2 

4 

1 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,034 

945 

14.61 

1.42 

102.1 

4 

2 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,034 

945 

12.62 

0.59 

102.1 

4 

3 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,034 

945 

3.91 

0.26 

102.1 

4 

4 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,537 

1,658 

1.03 

0.00 

97.4 

4 

5 

C-17 

C17TDA 

DEP 

17LD31 

1.42  EPR 

250 

2,262 

1,654 

1.03 

0.00 

96.6 

4 

6 

C-17 

C17DA 

DEP 

17LD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,457 

1,751 

1.64 

0.00 

96.2 

4 

7 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,726 

1,781 

0.63 

0.00 

96.1 

4 

8 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,726 

1,781 

0.46 

0.00 

96.1 

4 

9 

C-17 

C17VPL 

PAT 

17LC45 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,726 

1,781 

0.12 

0.00 

96.1 

4 

10 

C-17 

C17A42 

ARR 

35RA33 

1.15  EPR 

160 

991 

971 

1.46 

0.05 

95.9 

5 

1 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,255 

996 

1.23 

0.06 

101.2 

5 

2 

C-17 

C17VPM 

PAT 

35LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,360 

1,088 

0.23 

0.02 

100.5 

5 

3 

C-17 

C17VPN 

PAT 

35LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,360 

1,088 

0.87 

0.09 

100.5 
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Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

5 

4 

C-17 

C17TDH 

DEP 

35RD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,382 

1,632 

0.55 

0.00 

98.3 

5 

5 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,943 

1,517 

6.79 

0.32 

98.0 

5 

6 

C-17 

C17TDG 

DEP 

35RD31 

1.42  EPR 

250 

1,882 

1,656 

0.55 

0.00 

96.6 

5 

7 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,884 

1,655 

7.86 

0.77 

96.5 

5 

8 

C-17 

C17VPX 

PAT 

35RC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,530 

1,742 

0.25 

0.00 

96.5 

5 

9 

C-17 

C17VPW 

PAT 

35RC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,530 

1,742 

0.34 

0.00 

96.5 

5 

10 

C-17 

C17VPT 

PAT 

35RC45 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,530 

1,742 

0.07 

0.00 

96.5 

6 

1 

C-17 

C17A46 

ARR 

35RA32 

1.10  EPR 

200 

2,000 

727 

0.10 

0.00 

96.7 

6 

2 

C-17 

C17IPE 

PAT 

17LC14 

1.20  EPR 

160 

1,982 

1,454 

1.56 

0.09 

92.8 

6 

3 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,594 

14.61 

1.42 

91.8 

6 

4 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,594 

12.62 

0.59 

91.8 

6 

5 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,594 

3.91 

0.26 

91.7 

6 

6 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,594 

1.23 

0.06 

91.0 

6 

7 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,594 

6.79 

0.32 

91.0 

6 

8 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,898 

1,592 

7.86 

0.77 

90.8 

6 

9 

C-17 

C17VPN 

PAT 

35LC16 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,593 

0.87 

0.09 

90.8 

6 

10 

C-17 

C17A32 

ARR 

35AA32 

1.10  EPR 

200 

2,000 

1,649 

0.15 

0.01 

87.9 

7 

1 

C-17 

C17TDH 

DEP 

35RD32 

1.40  EPR 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.55 

0.00 

101.4 

7 

2 

C-17 

C17TDG 

DEP 

35RD31 

1.40  EPR 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.55 

0.00 

101.3 

7 

3 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.42  EPR 

145 

1,751 

1,660 

1.03 

0.00 

98.7 

7 

4 

C-17 

C17TDA 

DEP 

17LD31 

1.42  EPR 

145 

1,530 

1,620 

1.03 

0.00 

97.9 

7 

5 

KC-135R 

135RDL 

DEP 

35RD32 

88.00  % 
NF 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.13 

0.02 

97.5 

7 

6 

KC-135R 

135RDK 

DEP 

35RD12 

88.00  % 
NF 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.00 

0.00 

97.5 

7 

7 

KC-135R 

135RDJ 

DEP 

35RD11 

88.00  % 
NF 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.01 

0.00 

97.5 

7 

8 

C-17 

C17DA 

DEP 

17LD11 

1.34  EPR 

130 

1,751 

1,660 

1.64 

0.00 

97.1 

7 

9 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,636 

1,635 

0.63 

0.00 

96.8 

7 

10 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,636 

1,635 

0.46 

0.00 

96.8 

8 

1 

C-17 

C17IPF 

PAT 

35RC14 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,899 

1,063 

0.84 

0.05 

94.0 

8 

2 

C-17 

C17VPQ 

PAT 

35LC42 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,295 

1,174 

0.88 

0.09 

93.1 

8 

3 

KC-135R 

135RDC 

DEP 

17LD32 

92.00  % 
NF 

185 

2,572 

1,361 

0.19 

0.03 

92.6 

8 

4 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

3,892 

2,656 

1.03 

0.00 

91.0 

8 

5 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,254 

2,996 

0.46 

0.00 

90.3 

8 

6 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,254 

2,996 

0.63 

0.00 

90.3 

8 

7 

C-17 

C17VPL 

PAT 

17LC45 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,254 

2,996 

0.12 

0.00 

90.3 

8 

8 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,479 

2,989 

14.61 

1.42 

90.2 

8 

9 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,479 

2,989 

12.62 

0.59 

90.2 

8 

10 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,479 

2,989 

3.91 

0.26 

90.2 

9 

1 

T-38C 

T38C2 

PAT 

17RC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,513 

1,182 

0.45 

0.00 

104.1 

9 

2 

T-38C 

T38C1 

PAT 

17RC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,513 

1,182 

0.45 

0.00 

104.1 

9 

3 

C-17 

C17A40 

ARR 

35LA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,722 

406 

0.30 

0.21 

104.0 

9 

4 

C-17 

C17A36 

ARR 

35LA34 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,721 

406 

0.30 

0.21 

103.9 
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Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

9 

5 

C-17 

C17A39 

ARR 

35LA23 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,769 

451 

0.04 

0.03 

103.1 

9 

6 

C-17 

C17A38 

ARR 

35LA22 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,769 

451 

0.04 

0.03 

103.1 

9 

7 

C-17 

C17A37 

ARR 

35LA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,769 

451 

0.04 

0.03 

103.1 

9 

8 

C-17 

C17IPC 

PAT 

35LC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,786 

467 

0.42 

0.03 

102.9 

9 

9 

C-17 

C17IPD 

PAT 

35LC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,786 

467 

0.42 

0.03 

102.9 

9 

10 

C-17 

C17VPV 

PAT 

35RC17 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,744 

423 

2.11 

0.14 

102.9 

10 

1 

T-38C 

T38C1 

PAT 

17RC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,686 

1,627 

0.45 

0.00 

100.5 

10 

2 

T-38C 

T38C2 

PAT 

17RC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,686 

1,627 

0.45 

0.00 

100.5 

10 

3 

C-17 

C17VPV 

PAT 

35RC17 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,875 

798 

2.11 

0.14 

97.0 

10 

4 

C-17 

TC17D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,863 

1,777 

0.06 

0.00 

95.7 

10 

5 

C-17 

TC17D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,863 

1,777 

0.06 

0.00 

95.7 

10 

6 

C-17 

C17DB 

DEP 

17RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,863 

1,777 

3.44 

0.28 

95.7 

10 

7 

C-17 

C17A40 

ARR 

35LA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,848 

1,053 

0.30 

0.21 

95.2 

10 

8 

T-38C 

T38D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

3,702 

2,544 

0.36 

0.00 

95.0 

10 

9 

T-38C 

T38D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

3,702 

2,544 

0.36 

0.00 

95.0 

10 

10 

C-17 

C17A36 

ARR 

35LA34 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,846 

1,052 

0.30 

0.21 

94.8 

11 

1 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,561 

1,201 

0.24 

0.00 

103.9 

11 

2 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,561 

1,201 

0.24 

0.00 

103.9 

11 

3 

C-17 

C17A24 

ARR 

17RA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,785 

497 

0.55 

0.39 

102.2 

11 

4 

C-17 

C17A35 

ARR 

17RA34 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,785 

497 

0.55 

0.39 

102.0 

11 

5 

C-17 

C17A18 

ARR 

17RA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,804 

512 

0.08 

0.06 

101.8 

11 

6 

C-17 

C17IPA 

PAT 

17RC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,845 

544 

0.78 

0.05 

101.5 

11 

7 

C-17 

C17IPB 

PAT 

17RC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,845 

544 

0.78 

0.05 

101.5 

11 

8 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,777 

490 

3.91 

0.26 

101.4 

11 

9 

C-17 

C17A19 

ARR 

17RA22 

1.14  EPR 

125 

1,822 

526 

0.08 

0.06 

101.4 

11 

10 

C-17 

C17VPA 

PAT 

17RC13 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,777 

491 

0.44 

0.03 

101.4 

12 

1 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,445 

1,533 

7.86 

0.77 

97.6 

12 

2 

C-17 

C17VPF 

PAT 

17RC42 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,113 

992 

1.64 

0.16 

94.4 

12 

3 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,397 

2,095 

6.79 

0.32 

94.1 

12 

4 

C-17 

C17IPE 

PAT 

17LC14 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,867 

1,247 

1.56 

0.09 

93.2 

12 

5 

C-17 

C17VPE 

PAT 

17RC44 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,603 

1,247 

2.27 

0.24 

92.0 

12 

6 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,390 

1,299 

0.46 

0.00 

91.9 

12 

7 

C-17 

C17TDH 

DEP 

35RD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

3,420 

2,438 

0.55 

0.00 

91.9 

12 

8 

C-17 

C17A17 

ARR 

17LA33 

1.15  EPR 

160 

2,518 

1,323 

2.71 

0.09 

91.8 

12 

9 

C-17 

C17VPX 

PAT 

35RC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

3,679 

2,655 

0.25 

0.00 

91.1 

12 

10 

C-17 

C17VPW 

PAT 

35RC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

3,679 

2,655 

0.34 

0.00 

91.1 

13 

1 

T-38C 

T38D4 

DEP 

35LD12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,243 

3,699 

0.19 

0.00 

92.7 

13 

2 

T-38C 

T38D3 

DEP 

35LD11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,243 

3,699 

0.19 

0.00 

92.6 

13 

3 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

1,897 

3,632 

0.24 

0.00 

91.5 

Final 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

13 

4 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

1,897 

3,632 

0.24 

0.00 

91.5 

13 

5 

T-38C 

T38D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,382 

3,595 

0.36 

0.00 

91.4 

13 

6 

T-38C 

T38D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,382 

3,595 

0.36 

0.00 

91.4 

13 

7 

C-17 

C17TDF 

DEP 

35LD32 

1.42  EPR 

145 

2,002 

3,648 

1.17 

0.00 

91.1 

13 

8 

C-17 

C17TDE 

DEP 

35LD31 

1.42  EPR 

185 

1,662 

3,606 

1.17 

0.00 

89.8 

13 

9 

C-17 

C17VPS 

PAT 

35LC45 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,854 

3,626 

0.23 

0.02 

89.6 

13 

10 

C-17 

C17VPR 

PAT 

35LC44 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,854 

3,626 

1.22 

0.13 

89.6 

14 

1 

C-17 

C17VPA 

PAT 

17RC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,729 

1,415 

0.44 

0.03 

98.1 

14 

2 

C-17 

C17VPB 

PAT 

17RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,752 

1,770 

1.62 

0.16 

96.2 

14 

3 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,420 

2,789 

14.61 

1.42 

92.5 

14 

4 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,420 

2,789 

12.62 

0.59 

92.5 

14 

5 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,420 

2,789 

3.91 

0.26 

92.5 

14 

6 

C-17 

C17VPC 

PAT 

17RC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,748 

2,651 

2.29 

0.11 

92.5 

14 

7 

C-17 

C17VPM 

PAT 

35LC13 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,758 

0.23 

0.02 

90.0 

14 

8 

C-17 

C17A40 

ARR 

35LA32 

1.10  EPR 

180 

2,900 

1,758 

0.30 

0.21 

86.5 

14 

9 

C-17 

C17TDD 

DEP 

17RD32 

1.34  EPR 

250 

4,756 

4,654 

2.17 

0.00 

86.2 

14 

10 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

3,398 

6,162 

1.03 

0.00 

86.0 

15 

1 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

2,289 

971 

0.24 

0.00 

106.3 

15 

2 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

2,289 

971 

0.24 

0.00 

106.3 

15 

3 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,928 

594 

1.23 

0.06 

105.9 

15 

4 

C-17 

C17VPM 

PAT 

35LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,973 

636 

0.23 

0.02 

105.2 

15 

5 

C-17 

C17VPN 

PAT 

35LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,973 

636 

0.87 

0.09 

105.2 

15 

6 

C-17 

C17A24 

ARR 

17RA32 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,580 

407 

0.55 

0.39 

103.7 

15 

7 

C-17 

C17A35 

ARR 

17RA34 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,580 

407 

0.55 

0.39 

103.6 

15 

8 

C-17 

C17IPB 

PAT 

17RC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,627 

431 

0.78 

0.05 

103.5 

15 

9 

C-17 

C17IPA 

PAT 

17RC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,627 

431 

0.78 

0.05 

103.5 

15 

10 

C-17 

C17A18 

ARR 

17RA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,608 

421 

0.08 

0.06 

103.4 

16 

1 

C-17 

C17CPWA 

PAT 

17RCW 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,167 

2,230 

8.41 

0.39 

94.9 

16 

2 

T-38C 

T38C1 

PAT 

17RC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

2,330 

3,767 

0.45 

0.00 

90.5 

16 

3 

T-38C 

T38C2 

PAT 

17RC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

2,330 

3,767 

0.45 

0.00 

90.5 

16 

4 

T-38C 

T38D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

3,054 

4,020 

0.36 

0.00 

89.6 

16 

5 

T-38C 

T38D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

3,054 

4,020 

0.36 

0.00 

89.6 

16 

6 

T-38C 

T38D3 

DEP 

35LD11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,382 

5,518 

0.19 

0.00 

89.1 

16 

7 

T-38C 

T38D4 

DEP 

35LD12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,382 

5,518 

0.19 

0.00 

89.1 

16 

8 

C-17 

C17TDC 

DEP 

17RD31 

1.42  EPR 

250 

2,270 

3,761 

2.17 

0.00 

88.8 

16 

9 

C-17 

C17TDD 

DEP 

17RD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,442 

3,907 

2.17 

0.00 

88.8 

16 

10 

C-17 

TC17D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,459 

3,803 

0.06 

0.00 

88.7 
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Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  FTU 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

1 

1 

C-17 

C17VPE 

PAT 

17RC44 

1.14  EPR 

180 

1,460 

254 

2.27 

0.24 

106.9 

1 

2 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,180 

987 

7.86 

0.77 

100.9 

1 

3 

C-17 

C17A16 

ARR 

17LA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,810 

669 

0.18 

0.01 

99.6 

1 

4 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,173 

825 

0.63 

0.00 

96.5 

1 

5 

C-17 

C17IPE 

PAT 

17LC14 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,784 

851 

1.56 

0.09 

96.4 

1 

6 

C-17 

C17A7 

ARR 

17AA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,832 

937 

0.29 

0.02 

96.3 

1 

7 

C-17 

C17A8 

ARR 

17AA33 

1.15  EPR 

160 

1,805 

821 

4.28 

0.27 

96.0 

1 

8 

C-17 

C17DD 

DEP 

35RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,804 

1,734 

0.89 

0.00 

95.9 

1 

9 

C-17 

C17VPL 

PAT 

17LC45 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,120 

862 

0.12 

0.00 

95.9 

1 

10 

C-17 

C17A15 

ARR 

17LA32 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,244 

888 

0.18 

0.01 

95.6 

2 

1 

C-17 

C17A46 

ARR 

35RA32 

1.10  EPR 

200 

2,000 

736 

0.10 

0.00 

97.1 

2 

2 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,651 

2,395 

14.61 

1.42 

92.3 

2 

3 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,651 

2,395 

12.62 

0.59 

92.3 

2 

4 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,651 

2,395 

3.91 

0.26 

92.3 

2 

5 

KC-46X 

46RCX 

PAT 

35RC13 

60.00  % 
N1 

180 

1,702 

476 

3.83 

0.88 

91.4 

2 

6 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,605 

6.79 

0.32 

90.7 

2 

7 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,604 

1.23 

0.06 

90.6 

2 

8 

KC-135R 

135RDC 

DEP 

17LD32 

92.00  % 
NF 

185 

2,841 

1,904 

0.19 

0.03 

89.9 

2 

9 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.34  EPR 

250 

4,506 

3,394 

1.03 

0.00 

88.5 

2 

10 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,949 

3,798 

0.46 

0.00 

88.2 

3 

1 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,915 

1,499 

0.24 

0.00 

101.5 

3 

2 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,915 

1,499 

0.24 

0.00 

101.5 

3 

3 

C-17 

C17A18 

ARR 

17RA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

2,066 

686 

0.08 

0.06 

99.4 

3 

4 

C-17 

C17A19 

ARR 

17RA22 

1.14  EPR 

125 

2,096 

712 

0.08 

0.06 

98.9 

3 

5 

C-17 

C17IPA 

PAT 

17RC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,135 

749 

0.78 

0.05 

98.5 

3 

6 

C-17 

C17IPB 

PAT 

17RC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,135 

749 

0.78 

0.05 

98.5 

3 

7 

C-17 

TC17A1 

ARR 

17RA11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,119 

733 

0.09 

0.03 

98.3 

3 

8 

C-17 

C17AB 

ARR 

17RA11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,119 

733 

1.25 

0.00 

98.3 

3 

9 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,018 

710 

3.91 

0.26 

98.2 

3 

10 

C-17 

C17VPA 

PAT 

17RC13 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,020 

711 

0.44 

0.03 

98.2 

4 

1 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,034 

945 

14.61 

1.42 

102.1 

4 

2 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,034 

945 

12.62 

0.59 

102.1 

4 

3 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,034 

945 

3.91 

0.26 

102.1 

4 

4 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,537 

1,658 

1.03 

0.00 

97.4 

4 

5 

C-17 

C17TDA 

DEP 

17LD31 

1.42  EPR 

250 

2,262 

1,654 

1.03 

0.00 

96.6 

4 

6 

C-17 

C17DA 

DEP 

17LD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,457 

1,751 

1.64 

0.00 

96.2 

4 

7 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,726 

1,781 

0.63 

0.00 

96.1 

4 

8 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,726 

1,781 

0.46 

0.00 

96.1 

4 

9 

C-17 

C17VPL 

PAT 

17LC45 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,726 

1,781 

0.12 

0.00 

96.1 

4 

10 

C-17 

C17A42 

ARR 

35RA33 

1.15  EPR 

160 

991 

971 

1.46 

0.05 

95.9 

5 

1 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,255 

996 

1.23 

0.06 

101.2 

5 

2 

C-17 

C17VPM 

PAT 

35LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,360 

1,088 

0.23 

0.02 

100.5 

5 

3 

C-17 

C17VPN 

PAT 

35LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,360 

1,088 

0.87 

0.09 

100.5 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  FTU 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

5 

4 

C-17 

C17TDH 

DEP 

35RD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,382 

1,632 

0.55 

0.00 

98.3 

5 

5 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,943 

1,517 

6.79 

0.32 

98.0 

5 

6 

KC-46X 

46C9 

PAT 

35RC4 

85.00  % 
N1 

180 

2,000 

684 

0.19 

0.03 

97.1 

5 

7 

C-17 

C17TDG 

DEP 

35RD31 

1.42  EPR 

250 

1,882 

1,656 

0.55 

0.00 

96.6 

5 

8 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,884 

1,655 

7.86 

0.77 

96.5 

5 

9 

C-17 

C17VPX 

PAT 

35RC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,530 

1,742 

0.25 

0.00 

96.5 

5 

10 

C-17 

C17VPW 

PAT 

35RC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,530 

1,742 

0.34 

0.00 

96.5 

6 

1 

C-17 

C17A46 

ARR 

35RA32 

1.10  EPR 

200 

2,000 

727 

0.10 

0.00 

96.7 

6 

2 

KC-46X 

46C4 

PAT 

17LC4 

85.00  % 
N1 

180 

2,446 

876 

0.45 

0.07 

94.3 

6 

3 

C-17 

C17IPE 

PAT 

17LC14 

1.20  EPR 

160 

1,982 

1,454 

1.56 

0.09 

92.8 

6 

4 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,594 

14.61 

1.42 

91.8 

6 

5 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,594 

12.62 

0.59 

91.8 

6 

6 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,594 

3.91 

0.26 

91.8 

6 

7 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,594 

1.23 

0.06 

91.0 

6 

8 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,594 

6.79 

0.32 

91.0 

6 

9 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,898 

1,592 

7.86 

0.77 

90.8 

6 

10 

C-17 

C17VPN 

PAT 

35LC16 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,593 

0.87 

0.09 

90.8 

7 

1 

C-17 

C17TDH 

DEP 

35RD32 

1.40  EPR 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.55 

0.00 

101.4 

7 

2 

C-17 

C17TDG 

DEP 

35RD31 

1.40  EPR 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.55 

0.00 

101.3 

7 

3 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.42  EPR 

145 

1,751 

1,660 

1.03 

0.00 

98.7 

7 

4 

C-17 

C17TDA 

DEP 

17LD31 

1.42  EPR 

145 

1,530 

1,619 

1.03 

0.00 

97.9 

7 

5 

KC-135R 

135RDL 

DEP 

35RD32 

88.00  % 
NF 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.13 

0.02 

97.5 

7 

6 

KC-135R 

135RDK 

DEP 

35RD12 

88.00  % 
NF 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.00 

0.00 

97.5 

7 

7 

KC-135R 

135RDJ 

DEP 

35RD11 

88.00  % 
NF 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.01 

0.00 

97.5 

7 

8 

C-17 

C17DA 

DEP 

17LD11 

1.34  EPR 

130 

1,751 

1,660 

1.64 

0.00 

97.1 

7 

9 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,636 

1,635 

0.63 

0.00 

96.8 

7 

10 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,636 

1,635 

0.46 

0.00 

96.8 

8 

1 

C-17 

C17IPF 

PAT 

35RC14 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,899 

1,062 

0.84 

0.05 

94.0 

8 

2 

C-17 

C17VPQ 

PAT 

35LC42 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,295 

1,174 

0.88 

0.09 

93.1 

8 

3 

KC-135R 

135RDC 

DEP 

17LD32 

92.00  % 
NF 

185 

2,572 

1,361 

0.19 

0.03 

92.6 

8 

4 

KC-46X 

46RDC 

DEP 

17LD32 

92.00  % 
N1 

185 

2,559 

1,350 

0.12 

0.07 

91.3 

8 

5 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

3,892 

2,656 

1.03 

0.00 

91.0 

8 

6 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,254 

2,996 

0.46 

0.00 

90.3 

8 

7 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,254 

2,996 

0.63 

0.00 

90.3 

8 

8 

C-17 

C17VPL 

PAT 

17LC45 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,254 

2,996 

0.12 

0.00 

90.3 

8 

9 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,479 

2,989 

14.61 

1.42 

90.2 

8 

10 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,479 

2,989 

12.62 

0.59 

90.2 

9 

1 

T-38C 

T38C2 

PAT 

17RC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,513 

1,183 

0.45 

0.00 

104.1 

9 

2 

T-38C 

T38C1 

PAT 

17RC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,513 

1,183 

0.45 

0.00 

104.1 

Final 


C-1-9 


March  2014 
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Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  FTU 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

9 

3 

C-17 

C17A40 

ARR 

35LA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,722 

407 

0.30 

0.21 

104.0 

9 

4 

C-17 

C17A36 

ARR 

35LA34 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,721 

406 

0.30 

0.21 

103.9 

9 

5 

C-17 

C17A39 

ARR 

35LA23 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,769 

451 

0.04 

0.03 

103.0 

9 

6 

C-17 

C17A38 

ARR 

35LA22 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,769 

451 

0.04 

0.03 

103.0 

9 

7 

C-17 

C17A37 

ARR 

35LA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,769 

451 

0.04 

0.03 

103.0 

9 

8 

C-17 

C17IPC 

PAT 

35LC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,786 

467 

0.42 

0.03 

102.9 

9 

9 

C-17 

C17IPD 

PAT 

35LC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,786 

467 

0.42 

0.03 

102.9 

9 

10 

C-17 

C17VPV 

PAT 

35RC17 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,744 

423 

2.11 

0.14 

102.8 

10 

1 

T-38C 

T38C1 

PAT 

17RC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,686 

1,628 

0.45 

0.00 

100.5 

10 

2 

T-38C 

T38C2 

PAT 

17RC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,686 

1,628 

0.45 

0.00 

100.5 

10 

3 

C-17 

C17VPV 

PAT 

35RC17 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,875 

798 

2.11 

0.14 

97.0 

10 

4 

C-17 

TC17D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,863 

1,777 

0.06 

0.00 

95.7 

10 

5 

C-17 

TC17D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,863 

1,777 

0.06 

0.00 

95.7 

10 

6 

C-17 

C17DB 

DEP 

17RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,863 

1,777 

3.44 

0.28 

95.7 

10 

7 

C-17 

C17A40 

ARR 

35LA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,848 

1,054 

0.30 

0.21 

95.2 

10 

8 

T-38C 

T38D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

3,702 

2,544 

0.36 

0.00 

95.0 

10 

9 

T-38C 

T38D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

3,702 

2,544 

0.36 

0.00 

95.0 

10 

10 

C-17 

C17A36 

ARR 

35LA34 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,846 

1,052 

0.30 

0.21 

94.8 

11 

1 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,561 

1,201 

0.24 

0.00 

103.9 

11 

2 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,561 

1,201 

0.24 

0.00 

103.9 

11 

3 

C-17 

C17A24 

ARR 

17RA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,785 

497 

0.55 

0.39 

102.2 

11 

4 

C-17 

C17A35 

ARR 

17RA34 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,785 

497 

0.55 

0.39 

102.1 

11 

5 

C-17 

C17A18 

ARR 

17RA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,804 

512 

0.08 

0.06 

101.8 

11 

6 

C-17 

C17IPA 

PAT 

17RC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,845 

544 

0.78 

0.05 

101.5 

11 

7 

C-17 

C17IPB 

PAT 

17RC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,845 

544 

0.78 

0.05 

101.5 

11 

8 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,777 

489 

3.91 

0.26 

101.4 

11 

9 

C-17 

C17A19 

ARR 

17RA22 

1.14  EPR 

125 

1,822 

526 

0.08 

0.06 

101.4 

11 

10 

C-17 

C17VPA 

PAT 

17RC13 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,777 

491 

0.44 

0.03 

101.4 

12 

1 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,445 

1,533 

7.86 

0.77 

97.6 

12 

2 

C-17 

C17VPF 

PAT 

17RC42 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,113 

993 

1.64 

0.16 

94.4 

12 

3 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,397 

2,095 

6.79 

0.32 

94.1 

12 

4 

C-17 

C17IPE 

PAT 

17LC14 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,867 

1,247 

1.56 

0.09 

93.2 

12 

5 

C-17 

C17VPE 

PAT 

17RC44 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,603 

1,247 

2.27 

0.24 

92.0 

12 

6 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,390 

1,299 

0.46 

0.00 

91.9 

12 

7 

C-17 

C17TDH 

DEP 

35RD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

3,420 

2,438 

0.55 

0.00 

91.9 

12 

8 

C-17 

C17A17 

ARR 

17LA33 

1.15  EPR 

160 

2,518 

1,323 

2.71 

0.09 

91.8 

12 

9 

C-17 

C17VPX 

PAT 

35RC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

3,679 

2,655 

0.25 

0.00 

91.1 

12 

10 

C-17 

C17VPW 

PAT 

35RC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

3,679 

2,655 

0.34 

0.00 

91.1 

13 

1 

T-38C 

T38D4 

DEP 

35LD12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,243 

3,699 

0.19 

0.00 

92.7 

13 

2 

T-38C 

T38D3 

DEP 

35LD11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

2,243 

3,699 

0.19 

0.00 

92.6 
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Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  FTU 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

13 

3 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

1,897 

3,632 

0.24 

0.00 

91.5 

13 

4 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

1,897 

3,632 

0.24 

0.00 

91.5 

13 

5 

T-38C 

T38D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,382 

3,595 

0.36 

0.00 

91.4 

13 

6 

T-38C 

T38D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,382 

3,595 

0.36 

0.00 

91.4 

13 

7 

C-17 

C17TDF 

DEP 

35LD32 

1.42  EPR 

145 

2,002 

3,648 

1.17 

0.00 

91.1 

13 

8 

C-17 

C17TDE 

DEP 

35LD31 

1.42  EPR 

185 

1,662 

3,606 

1.17 

0.00 

89.8 

13 

9 

C-17 

C17VPS 

PAT 

35LC45 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,854 

3,626 

0.23 

0.02 

89.6 

13 

10 

C-17 

C17VPR 

PAT 

35LC44 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,854 

3,626 

1.22 

0.13 

89.6 

14 

1 

C-17 

C17VPA 

PAT 

17RC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,729 

1,415 

0.44 

0.03 

98.1 

14 

2 

C-17 

C17VPB 

PAT 

17RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,752 

1,770 

1.62 

0.16 

96.2 

14 

3 

KC-46X 

46C4 

PAT 

17LC4 

85.00  % 
N1 

180 

2,204 

888 

0.45 

0.07 

95.7 

14 

4 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,420 

2,789 

14.61 

1.42 

92.5 

14 

5 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,420 

2,789 

12.62 

0.59 

92.5 

14 

6 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,420 

2,789 

3.91 

0.26 

92.5 

14 

7 

C-17 

C17VPC 

PAT 

17RC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,748 

2,651 

2.29 

0.11 

92.5 

14 

8 

C-17 

C17VPM 

PAT 

35LC13 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,758 

0.23 

0.02 

90.0 

14 

9 

C-17 

C17A40 

ARR 

35LA32 

1.10  EPR 

180 

2,900 

1,758 

0.30 

0.21 

86.5 

14 

10 

C-17 

C17TDD 

DEP 

17RD32 

1.34  EPR 

250 

4,756 

4,654 

2.17 

0.00 

86.2 

15 

1 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

2,289 

971 

0.24 

0.00 

106.3 

15 

2 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

2,289 

971 

0.24 

0.00 

106.3 

15 

3 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,928 

594 

1.23 

0.06 

105.9 

15 

4 

C-17 

C17VPM 

PAT 

35LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,973 

636 

0.23 

0.02 

105.2 

15 

5 

C-17 

C17VPN 

PAT 

35LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,973 

636 

0.87 

0.09 

105.2 

15 

6 

C-17 

C17A24 

ARR 

17RA32 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,580 

407 

0.55 

0.39 

103.7 

15 

7 

C-17 

C17A35 

ARR 

17RA34 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,580 

407 

0.55 

0.39 

103.6 

15 

8 

C-17 

C17IPA 

PAT 

17RC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,627 

431 

0.78 

0.05 

103.5 

15 

9 

C-17 

C17IPB 

PAT 

17RC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,627 

431 

0.78 

0.05 

103.5 

15 

10 

C-17 

C17A18 

ARR 

17RA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,608 

421 

0.08 

0.06 

103.4 

16 

1 

C-17 

C17CPWA 

PAT 

17RCW 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,167 

2,230 

8.41 

0.39 

94.9 

16 

2 

T-38C 

T38C1 

PAT 

17RC11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

2,330 

3,767 

0.45 

0.00 

90.5 

16 

3 

T-38C 

T38C2 

PAT 

17RC12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

165 

2,330 

3,767 

0.45 

0.00 

90.5 

16 

4 

T-38C 

T38D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

3,054 

4,020 

0.36 

0.00 

89.6 

16 

5 

T-38C 

T38D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

100.00  % 
RPM 

250 

3,054 

4,020 

0.36 

0.00 

89.6 

16 

6 

C-17 

C17TDC 

DEP 

17RD31 

1.42  EPR 

250 

2,270 

3,761 

2.17 

0.00 

88.8 

16 

7 

C-17 

C17TDD 

DEP 

17RD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,442 

3,907 

2.17 

0.00 

88.8 

16 

8 

C-17 

TC17D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,459 

3,803 

0.06 

0.00 

88.7 

16 

9 

C-17 

TC17D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,459 

3,803 

0.06 

0.00 

88.7 

16 

10 

C-17 

C17DB 

DEP 

17RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,459 

3,803 

3.44 

0.28 

88.7 
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Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

1 

1 

C-17 

C17VPE 

PAT 

17RC44 

1.14  EPR 

180 

1,474 

71 

2.27 

0.24 

109.0 

1 

2 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,179 

798 

7.86 

0.77 

102.9 

1 

3 

C-17 

C17A16 

ARR 

17LA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,809 

543 

0.18 

0.01 

101.4 

1 

4 

C-17 

C17IPE 

PAT 

17LC14 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,784 

552 

1.56 

0.09 

100.7 

1 

5 

C-17 

C17A8 

ARR 

17AA33 

1.15  EPR 

160 

1,805 

631 

4.28 

0.27 

98.9 

1 

6 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,184 

807 

0.63 

0.00 

96.8 

1 

7 

C-17 

C17A15 

ARR 

17LA32 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,244 

802 

0.18 

0.01 

96.6 

1 

8 

C-17 

C17DD 

DEP 

35RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,784 

1,868 

0.89 

0.00 

95.2 

1 

9 

KC-135R 

135RCB 

PAT 

17LC14 

65.00  % 

NF 

160 

1,784 

552 

0.46 

0.07 

94.3 

1 

10 

C-17 

C17IPF 

PAT 

35RC14 

1.30  EPR 

160 

2,679 

1,795 

0.84 

0.05 

93.8 

2 

1 

C-17 

C17A46 

ARR 

35RA32 

1.10  EPR 

200 

2,000 

736 

0.10 

0.00 

97.1 

2 

2 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,651 

2,395 

14.61 

1.42 

92.3 

2 

3 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,651 

2,395 

12.62 

0.59 

92.3 

2 

4 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,651 

2,395 

3.91 

0.26 

92.3 

2 

5 

KC-46X 

46RCX 

PAT 

35RC13 

60.00  % 

N1 

180 

1,702 

476 

1.21 

0.14 

91.4 

2 

6 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,604 

6.79 

0.32 

90.7 

2 

7 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,603 

1.23 

0.06 

90.6 

2 

8 

KC-135R 

135RDC 

DEP 

17LD32 

92.00  % 

NF 

185 

2,841 

1,904 

0.19 

0.03 

88.8 

2 

9 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.34  EPR 

250 

4,506 

3,394 

1.03 

0.00 

88.5 

2 

10 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,949 

3,798 

0.46 

0.00 

88.2 

3 

1 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,915 

1,499 

0.24 

0.00 

101.5 

3 

2 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,915 

1,499 

0.24 

0.00 

101.5 

3 

3 

C-17 

C17A18 

ARR 

17RA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

2,066 

685 

0.08 

0.06 

99.4 

3 

4 

C-17 

C17A19 

ARR 

17RA22 

1.14  EPR 

125 

2,096 

712 

0.08 

0.06 

98.9 

3 

5 

C-17 

C17IPB 

PAT 

17RC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,135 

749 

0.78 

0.05 

98.5 

3 

6 

C-17 

C17IPA 

PAT 

17RC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,135 

749 

0.78 

0.05 

98.5 

3 

7 

C-17 

TC17A1 

ARR 

17RA11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,119 

733 

0.09 

0.03 

98.3 

3 

8 

C-17 

C17AB 

ARR 

17RA11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

2,119 

733 

1.25 

0.00 

98.3 

3 

9 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,018 

710 

3.91 

0.26 

98.2 

3 

10 

C-17 

C17VPA 

PAT 

17RC13 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,020 

711 

0.44 

0.03 

98.2 

4 

1 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,034 

945 

14.61 

1.42 

102.1 

4 

2 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,034 

945 

12.62 

0.59 

102.1 

4 

3 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,034 

945 

3.91 

0.26 

102.1 

4 

4 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,537 

1,658 

1.03 

0.00 

97.4 

4 

5 

C-17 

C17TDA 

DEP 

17LD31 

1.42  EPR 

250 

2,262 

1,654 

1.03 

0.00 

96.6 

4 

6 

C-17 

C17DA 

DEP 

17LD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,457 

1,751 

1.64 

0.00 

96.2 

4 

7 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,726 

1,781 

0.63 

0.00 

96.1 

4 

8 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,726 

1,781 

0.46 

0.00 

96.1 

4 

9 

C-17 

C17VPL 

PAT 

17LC45 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,726 

1,781 

0.12 

0.00 

96.1 

4 

10 

C-17 

C17A42 

ARR 

35RA33 

1.15  EPR 

160 

991 

971 

1.46 

0.05 

95.9 

5 

1 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,255 

996 

1.23 

0.06 

101.2 

Final 
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Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

5 

2 

C-17 

C17VPM 

PAT 

35LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,360 

1,088 

0.23 

0.02 

100.5 

5 

3 

C-17 

C17VPN 

PAT 

35LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,360 

1,088 

0.87 

0.09 

100.5 

5 

4 

C-17 

C17TDH 

DEP 

35RD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,382 

1,632 

0.55 

0.00 

98.3 

5 

5 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,943 

1,517 

6.79 

0.32 

98.0 

5 

6 

KC-46X 

46C9 

PAT 

35RC4 

85.00  % 

N1 

180 

2,000 

683 

0.20 

0.02 

97.1 

5 

7 

C-17 

C17TDG 

DEP 

35RD31 

1.42  EPR 

250 

1,882 

1,656 

0.55 

0.00 

96.6 

5 

8 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,884 

1,655 

7.86 

0.77 

96.5 

5 

9 

C-17 

C17VPX 

PAT 

35RC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,530 

1,742 

0.25 

0.00 

96.5 

5 

10 

C-17 

C17VPW 

PAT 

35RC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,530 

1,742 

0.34 

0.00 

96.5 

6 

1 

C-17 

C17A46 

ARR 

35RA32 

1.10  EPR 

200 

2,000 

727 

0.10 

0.00 

96.7 

6 

2 

KC-46X 

46C4 

PAT 

17LC4 

85.00  % 

N1 

180 

2,446 

876 

0.47 

0.05 

94.3 

6 

3 

C-17 

C17IPE 

PAT 

17LC14 

1.20  EPR 

160 

1,982 

1,454 

1.56 

0.09 

92.8 

6 

4 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,594 

14.61 

1.42 

91.8 

6 

5 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,594 

12.62 

0.59 

91.8 

6 

6 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.10  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,594 

3.91 

0.26 

91.7 

6 

7 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,594 

1.23 

0.06 

91.0 

6 

8 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,594 

6.79 

0.32 

91.0 

6 

9 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,898 

1,592 

7.86 

0.77 

90.8 

6 

10 

C-17 

C17VPN 

PAT 

35LC16 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,899 

1,593 

0.87 

0.09 

90.8 

7 

1 

C-17 

C17TDH 

DEP 

35RD32 

1.40  EPR 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.55 

0.00 

101.4 

7 

2 

C-17 

C17TDG 

DEP 

35RD31 

1.40  EPR 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.55 

0.00 

101.3 

7 

3 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.42  EPR 

145 

1,751 

1,660 

1.03 

0.00 

98.7 

7 

4 

C-17 

C17TDA 

DEP 

17LD31 

1.42  EPR 

145 

1,530 

1,620 

1.03 

0.00 

97.9 

7 

5 

KC-135R 

135RDL 

DEP 

35RD32 

88.00  % 

NF 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.13 

0.02 

97.5 

7 

6 

KC-135R 

135RDK 

DEP 

35RD12 

88.00  % 

NF 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.00 

0.00 

97.5 

7 

7 

KC-135R 

135RDJ 

DEP 

35RD11 

88.00  % 

NF 

0 

1,382 

1,609 

0.01 

0.00 

97.5 

7 

8 

C-17 

C17DA 

DEP 

17LD11 

1.34  EPR 

130 

1,751 

1,660 

1.64 

0.00 

97.1 

7 

9 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,636 

1,635 

0.63 

0.00 

96.8 

7 

10 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,636 

1,635 

0.46 

0.00 

96.8 

8 

1 

C-17 

C17IPF 

PAT 

35RC14 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,899 

1,063 

0.84 

0.05 

94.0 

8 

2 

C-17 

C17VPQ 

PAT 

35LC42 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,295 

1,174 

0.88 

0.09 

93.1 

8 

3 

KC-135R 

135RDC 

DEP 

17LD32 

92.00  % 

NF 

185 

2,572 

1,361 

0.19 

0.03 

91.7 

8 

4 

KC-46X 

46RDC 

DEP 

17LD32 

92.00  % 

N1 

185 

2,559 

1,350 

0.19 

0.00 

91.3 

8 

5 

C-17 

C17TDB 

DEP 

17LD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

3,892 

2,656 

1.03 

0.00 

91.0 

8 

6 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,254 

2,996 

0.46 

0.00 

90.3 

8 

7 

C-17 

C17VPK 

PAT 

17LC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,254 

2,996 

0.63 

0.00 

90.3 

8 

8 

C-17 

C17VPL 

PAT 

17LC45 

1.34  EPR 

170 

4,254 

2,996 

0.12 

0.00 

90.3 

8 

9 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,479 

2,989 

14.61 

1.42 

90.2 

Final 
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Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEL 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

8 

10 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,479 

2,989 

12.62 

0.59 

90.2 

9 

1 

T-38C 

T38C2 

PAT 

17RC12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,513 

1,182 

0.45 

0.00 

104.1 

9 

2 

T-38C 

T38C1 

PAT 

17RC11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,513 

1,182 

0.45 

0.00 

104.1 

9 

3 

C-17 

C17A40 

ARR 

35LA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,722 

406 

0.30 

0.21 

104.0 

9 

4 

C-17 

C17A36 

ARR 

35LA34 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,721 

406 

0.30 

0.21 

103.9 

9 

5 

C-17 

C17A39 

ARR 

35LA23 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,769 

451 

0.04 

0.03 

103.1 

9 

6 

C-17 

C17A38 

ARR 

35LA22 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,769 

451 

0.04 

0.03 

103.1 

9 

7 

C-17 

C17A37 

ARR 

35LA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,769 

451 

0.04 

0.03 

103.1 

9 

8 

C-17 

C17IPD 

PAT 

35LC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,786 

467 

0.42 

0.03 

102.9 

9 

9 

C-17 

C17IPC 

PAT 

35LC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,786 

467 

0.42 

0.03 

102.9 

9 

10 

C-17 

C17VPV 

PAT 

35RC17 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,744 

423 

2.11 

0.14 

102.9 

10 

1 

T-38C 

T38C1 

PAT 

17RC11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,686 

1,627 

0.45 

0.00 

100.5 

10 

2 

T-38C 

T38C2 

PAT 

17RC12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,686 

1,627 

0.45 

0.00 

100.5 

10 

3 

C-17 

C17VPV 

PAT 

35RC17 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,875 

798 

2.11 

0.14 

97.0 

10 

4 

C-17 

TC17D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,863 

1,777 

0.06 

0.00 

95.7 

10 

5 

C-17 

TC17D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,863 

1,777 

0.06 

0.00 

95.7 

10 

6 

C-17 

C17DB 

DEP 

17RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,863 

1,777 

3.44 

0.28 

95.7 

10 

7 

C-17 

C17A40 

ARR 

35LA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,848 

1,053 

0.30 

0.21 

95.2 

10 

8 

T-38C 

T38D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

3,702 

2,544 

0.36 

0.00 

95.0 

10 

9 

T-38C 

T38D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

3,702 

2,544 

0.36 

0.00 

95.0 

10 

10 

C-17 

C17A36 

ARR 

35LA34 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,846 

1,052 

0.30 

0.21 

94.8 

11 

1 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,561 

1,201 

0.24 

0.00 

103.9 

11 

2 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,561 

1,201 

0.24 

0.00 

103.9 

11 

3 

C-17 

C17A24 

ARR 

17RA32 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,785 

497 

0.55 

0.39 

102.2 

11 

4 

C-17 

C17A35 

ARR 

17RA34 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,785 

497 

0.55 

0.39 

102.0 

11 

5 

C-17 

C17A18 

ARR 

17RA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,804 

512 

0.08 

0.06 

101.8 

11 

6 

C-17 

C17IPA 

PAT 

17RC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,845 

544 

0.78 

0.05 

101.5 

11 

7 

C-17 

C17IPB 

PAT 

17RC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,845 

544 

0.78 

0.05 

101.5 

11 

8 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,777 

490 

3.91 

0.26 

101.4 

11 

9 

C-17 

C17A19 

ARR 

17RA22 

1.14  EPR 

125 

1,822 

526 

0.08 

0.06 

101.4 

11 

10 

C-17 

C17VPA 

PAT 

17RC13 

1.10  EPR 

140 

1,777 

491 

0.44 

0.03 

101.4 

12 

1 

C-17 

C17VPU 

PAT 

35RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,445 

1,533 

7.86 

0.77 

97.6 

12 

2 

C-17 

C17VPF 

PAT 

17RC42 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,113 

992 

1.64 

0.16 

94.4 

12 

3 

C-17 

C17VPP 

PAT 

35RC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,397 

2,095 

6.79 

0.32 

94.1 

12 

4 

C-17 

C17IPE 

PAT 

17LC14 

1.14  EPR 

160 

1,867 

1,247 

1.56 

0.09 

93.2 

12 

5 

C-17 

C17VPE 

PAT 

17RC44 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,603 

1,247 

2.27 

0.24 

92.0 

12 

6 

C-17 

C17VPJ 

PAT 

17LC42 

1.14  EPR 

180 

2,390 

1,299 

0.46 

0.00 

91.9 

12 

7 

C-17 

C17TDH 

DEP 

35RD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

3,420 

2,438 

0.55 

0.00 

91.9 

Final 
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Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Dist. 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

12 

8 

C-17 

C17A17 

ARR 

17LA33 

1.15  EPR 

160 

2,518 

1,323 

2.71 

0.09 

91.8 

12 

9 

C-17 

C17VPX 

PAT 

35RC42 

1.34  EPR 

170 

3,679 

2,655 

0.25 

0.00 

91.1 

12 

10 

C-17 

C17VPW 

PAT 

35RC44 

1.34  EPR 

170 

3,679 

2,655 

0.34 

0.00 

91.1 

13 

1 

T-38C 

T38D4 

DEP 

35LD12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,243 

3,699 

0.19 

0.00 

92.7 

13 

2 

T-38C 

T38D3 

DEP 

35LD11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

2,243 

3,699 

0.19 

0.00 

92.6 

13 

3 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

165 

1,897 

3,632 

0.24 

0.00 

91.5 

13 

4 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

165 

1,897 

3,632 

0.24 

0.00 

91.5 

13 

5 

T-38C 

T38D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

0 

1,382 

3,595 

0.36 

0.00 

91.4 

13 

6 

T-38C 

T38D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

0 

1,382 

3,595 

0.36 

0.00 

91.4 

13 

7 

C-17 

C17TDF 

DEP 

35LD32 

1.42  EPR 

145 

2,002 

3,648 

1.17 

0.00 

91.1 

13 

8 

C-17 

C17TDE 

DEP 

35LD31 

1.42  EPR 

185 

1,662 

3,606 

1.17 

0.00 

89.8 

13 

9 

C-17 

C17VPS 

PAT 

35LC45 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,854 

3,626 

0.23 

0.02 

89.6 

13 

10 

C-17 

C17VPR 

PAT 

35LC44 

1.34  EPR 

140 

1,854 

3,626 

1.22 

0.13 

89.6 

14 

1 

C-17 

C17VPA 

PAT 

17RC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,729 

1,415 

0.44 

0.03 

98.1 

14 

2 

C-17 

C17VPB 

PAT 

17RC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,752 

1,770 

1.62 

0.16 

96.2 

14 

3 

KC-46X 

46C4 

PAT 

17LC4 

85.00  % 

N1 

180 

2,204 

888 

0.47 

0.05 

95.7 

14 

4 

C-17 

C17VPH 

PAT 

17LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,420 

2,789 

14.61 

1.42 

92.5 

14 

5 

C-17 

C17VPG 

PAT 

17LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,420 

2,789 

12.62 

0.59 

92.5 

14 

6 

C-17 

C17VPI 

PAT 

17LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,420 

2,789 

3.91 

0.26 

92.5 

14 

7 

C-17 

C17VPC 

PAT 

17RC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,748 

2,651 

2.29 

0.11 

92.5 

14 

8 

C-17 

C17VPM 

PAT 

35LC13 

1.20  EPR 

160 

2,900 

1,758 

0.23 

0.02 

90.0 

14 

9 

C-17 

C17A40 

ARR 

35LA32 

1.10  EPR 

180 

2,900 

1,758 

0.30 

0.21 

86.5 

14 

10 

C-17 

C17TDD 

DEP 

17RD32 

1.34  EPR 

250 

4,756 

4,654 

2.17 

0.00 

86.2 

15 

1 

T-38C 

T38C3 

PAT 

35LC12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

165 

2,289 

971 

0.24 

0.00 

106.3 

15 

2 

T-38C 

T38C4 

PAT 

35LC11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

165 

2,289 

971 

0.24 

0.00 

106.3 

15 

3 

C-17 

C17VPO 

PAT 

35LC17 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,928 

594 

1.23 

0.06 

105.9 

15 

4 

C-17 

C17VPM 

PAT 

35LC13 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,973 

636 

0.23 

0.02 

105.2 

15 

5 

C-17 

C17VPN 

PAT 

35LC16 

1.34  EPR 

170 

1,973 

636 

0.87 

0.09 

105.2 

15 

6 

C-17 

C17A24 

ARR 

17RA32 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,580 

407 

0.55 

0.39 

103.7 

15 

7 

C-17 

C17A35 

ARR 

17RA34 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,580 

407 

0.55 

0.39 

103.6 

15 

8 

C-17 

C17IPA 

PAT 

17RC11 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,627 

431 

0.78 

0.05 

103.5 

15 

9 

C-17 

C17IPB 

PAT 

17RC12 

1.14  EPR 

140 

1,627 

431 

0.78 

0.05 

103.5 

15 

10 

C-17 

C17A18 

ARR 

17RA21 

1.15  EPR 

125 

1,608 

421 

0.08 

0.06 

103.4 

16 

1 

C-17 

C17CPWA 

PAT 

17RCW 

1.34  EPR 

170 

2,167 

2,230 

8.41 

0.39 

94.9 

16 

2 

T-38C 

T38C1 

PAT 

17RC11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

165 

2,330 

3,767 

0.45 

0.00 

90.5 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-1.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Altus  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Altus  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Disk 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

16 

3 

T-38C 

T38C2 

PAT 

17RC12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

165 

2,330 

3,767 

0.45 

0.00 

90.5 

16 

4 

T-38C 

T38D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

3,054 

4,020 

0.36 

0.00 

89.6 

16 

5 

T-38C 

T38D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

100.00  % 

RPM 

250 

3,054 

4,020 

0.36 

0.00 

89.6 

16 

6 

C-17 

C17TDC 

DEP 

17RD31 

1.42  EPR 

250 

2,270 

3,761 

2.17 

0.00 

88.8 

16 

7 

C-17 

C17TDD 

DEP 

17RD32 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,442 

3,907 

2.17 

0.00 

88.8 

16 

8 

C-17 

TC17D2 

DEP 

17RD12 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,459 

3,803 

0.06 

0.00 

88.7 

16 

9 

C-17 

TC17D1 

DEP 

17RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,459 

3,803 

0.06 

0.00 

88.7 

16 

10 

C-17 

C17DB 

DEP 

17RD11 

1.34  EPR 

160 

2,459 

3,803 

3.44 

0.28 

88.7 

Key:  ARR=  Arrival;  DEP=  Departure;  PAT=  Closed  Pattern. 

Power  Units:  EPR:  engine  pressure  ratio;  N1  =  engine  speed  at  Location  No.  1;  NE  =  engine  fan  revolutions  per  minute;  RPM  =  revolutions  per 


minute. 

Source:  NOISEMAP  Version  7.2. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-2.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Fairchild  AFB  Under 

Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario 


Fairchild  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ft 

MSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

1 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,010 

2,725 

0.04 

0.00 

113.5 

1 

2 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,207 

3,589 

0.05 

0.00 

103.7 

1 

3 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

4,987 

0.11 

0.00 

101.4 

1 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

4,987 

0.16 

0.00 

97.9 

1 

5 

F- 18  A/C 

F18AB 

ARR 

23A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,745 

2,202 

0.16 

0.00 

97.9 

1 

6 

F-16C 

F16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,340 

2,925 

0.01 

0.00 

97.0 

1 

7 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

2.00  EPR 

0 

2,462 

4,987 

0.02 

0.00 

95.9 

1 

8 

C-9A 

C9DA 

DEP 

05D04 

2.00  EPR 

200 

4,124 

2,789 

0.01 

0.00 

95.7 

1 

9 

EA-6B 

EA6AB 

ARR 

23A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,692 

2,194 

0.11 

0.00 

95.0 

1 

10 

AH-IW 

UHlDOl 

DEP 

UHlDOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.24 

0.01 

94.9 

2 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

5,269 

3,005 

0.11 

0.00 

112.6 

2 

2 

F- 18  A/C 

F18AA 

ARR 

05A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

3,164 

1,252 

0.05 

0.00 

103.2 

2 

3 

EA-6B 

EA6AA 

ARR 

05A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

3,015 

1,174 

0.04 

0.00 

101.1 

2 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

94.00  %  NC 

300 

6,571 

4,341 

0.16 

0.00 

99.5 

2 

5 

F-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

90.00  %  NC 

350 

5,391 

3,193 

0.02 

0.00 

94.8 

2 

6 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

1.80  EPR 

250 

5,164 

2,906 

0.02 

0.00 

91.2 

2 

7 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

12,559 

0.04 

0.00 

90.9 

2 

8 

AH-IW 

UH1D04 

DEP 

UH1D04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.71 

0.04 

90.1 

2 

9 

AH-IW 

UH1D06 

DEP 

UH1D06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

90.0 

2 

10 

AH-IW 

UH1D05 

DEP 

UH1D05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

90.0 

3 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

5,742 

0.04 

0.00 

110.6 

3 

2 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.50  %  RPM 

145 

3,032 

5,759 

0.11 

0.00 

109.2 

3 

3 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

5,742 

0.05 

0.00 

107.6 

3 

4 

AH-IW 

UHH04 

INT 

UH1I04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.19 

0.01 

104.5 

3 

5 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

3,994 

5,918 

0.16 

0.00 

103.2 

3 

6 

F-16C 

F16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.50  %NC 

0 

2,462 

5,742 

0.01 

0.00 

98.0 

3 

7 

F-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

3,586 

5,830 

0.02 

0.00 

94.5 

3 

4 

AH-IW 

UHH02 

INT 

UH1I02 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.01 

93.8 

3 

9 

C-9A 

C9DA 

DEP 

05D04 

2.00  EPR 

0 

2,462 

5,742 

0.01 

0.00 

92.8 

3 

10 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

2.00  EPR 

115 

3,316 

5,789 

0.02 

0.00 

91.7 

4 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

3,427 

2,301 

0.11 

0.00 

115.8 

4 

2 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

2,257 

0.04 

0.00 

109.4 

4 

3 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

4,588 

2,993 

0.16 

0.00 

106.2 

4 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

2,257 

0.05 

0.00 

105.9 

4 

5 

AH-IW 

UH1D04 

DEP 

UH1D04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.71 

0.04 

103.2 

4 

6 

AH-IW 

UH1D06 

DEP 

UH1D06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

103.1 

4 

7 

AH-IW 

UH1D05 

DEP 

UH1D05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0 

103.1 

4 

8 

AH-IW 

UH1D02 

DEP 

UH1D02 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.01 

0 

102.5 

4 

9 

F-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

3,955 

2,564 

0.02 

0.00 

98.7 

4 

10 

AH-IW 

UH1A05 

ARR 

UH1A05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

98.0 

5 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,258 

2,181 

0.04 

0.00 

115.6 

5 

2 

F- 18  A/C 

F18AB 

ARR 

23A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,837 

883 

0.16 

0.00 

105.8 

5 

3 

AH-IW 

UHlDOl 

DEP 

UHlDOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.24 

0.01 

105.2 

5 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,470 

3,301 

0.05 

0.00 

104.3 

5 

5 

EA-6B 

EA6AB 

ARR 

23A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,763 

849 

0.11 

0.00 

103.8 

5 

6 

AH-IW 

UH1D03 

DEP 

UH1D03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

102.2 

5 

7 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

6,292 

0.11 

0.00 

99.2 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-2.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Fairchild  AFB  Under 

Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Fairchild  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

5 

8 

F-16C 

F16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,527 

2,271 

0.01 

0.00 

99.1 

5 

9 

AH-IW 

UH1I03 

INT 

UH1I03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.28 

0.02 

98.7 

5 

10 

C-9A 

C9DA 

DEP 

05D04 

2.00  EPR 

200 

4,371 

2,132 

0.01 

0.00 

97.8 

6 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,629 

2,945 

0.04 

0.00 

112.4 

6 

2 

F- 18  A/C 

FI  SAB 

ARR 

23A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,984 

614 

0.16 

0.00 

108.9 

6 

3 

EA-6B 

EA6AB 

ARR 

23A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,876 

508 

0.11 

0.00 

108.0 

6 

4 

AH-IW 

UH1D03 

DEP 

UH1D03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

106.5 

6 

5 

AH-IW 

UHlDOl 

DEP 

UHlDOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.24 

0.01 

103.9 

6 

6 

C-17 

C17CD 

PAT 

23C2 

70.00  %  NC 

150 

2,512 

178 

0.12 

0.00 

102.4 

6 

7 

F- 18  A/C 

E18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,865 

3,992 

0.05 

0.00 

101.6 

6 

8 

F-16C 

E16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,825 

2,459 

0.01 

0.00 

97.9 

6 

9 

AH-IW 

UH1I03 

DEP 

UH1I03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.28 

0.02 

97.9 

6 

10 

C-9A 

C9AB 

ARR 

23A01 

1.35  EPR 

135 

3,000 

630 

0.02 

0.00 

96.2 

7 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

3,555 

3,174 

0.11 

0.00 

112.4 

7 

2 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

3,391 

0.04 

0.00 

104.9 

7 

3 

F- 18  A/C 

E18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

4,723 

3,767 

0.16 

0.00 

103.9 

7 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

E18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

3,391 

0.05 

0.00 

102.2 

7 

5 

F-16C 

E16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,039 

3,375 

0.02 

0.00 

96.1 

7 

6 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

2.00  EPR 

115 

3,784 

3,260 

0.02 

0.00 

94.7 

7 

7 

F- 18  A/C 

E18AA 

ARR 

05A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,597 

2,966 

0.05 

0.00 

94.0 

7 

8 

AH-IW 

UH1D06 

DEP 

UH1D06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

93.5 

7 

9 

AH-IW 

UH1D05 

DEP 

UH1D05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

93.5 

7 

10 

AH-IW 

UH1D04 

DEP 

UH1D04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.71 

0.04 

93.5 

8 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,463 

2,055 

0.11 

0.00 

116.3 

8 

2 

F- 18  A/C 

E18AA 

ARR 

05A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,889 

455 

0.05 

0.00 

111.2 

8 

3 

EA-6B 

EA6AA 

ARR 

05A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,803 

368 

0.04 

0.00 

110.5 

8 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

E18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,680 

3,295 

0.16 

0.00 

104.3 

8 

5 

C-17 

C17CC 

PAT 

05C2 

70.00  %  NC 

150 

2,512 

77 

0.04 

0.00 

102.4 

8 

6 

F-16C 

E16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,633 

2,210 

0.02 

0.00 

99.3 

8 

7 

C-9A 

C9AA 

ARR 

05A01 

1.35  EPR 

135 

2,902 

467 

0.01 

0.00 

99.1 

8 

8 

KC-135R 

T135AA 

ARR 

05A01 

66.50  %  NE 

150 

2,766 

331 

0.15 

0.02 

98.3 

8 

9 

F-16C 

E16AA 

ARR 

05A01 

80.00  %  NC 

160 

2,803 

368 

0.01 

0.00 

98.0 

8 

10 

C-17 

C17AA 

ARR 

05A01 

70.00  %  NC 

140 

2,803 

368 

0.08 

0.00 

98.0 

9 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.50  %  RPM 

145 

3,055 

4,405 

0.11 

0.00 

109.8 

9 

2 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

4,366 

0.04 

0.00 

107.2 

9 

3 

F- 18  A/C 

E18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

4,366 

0.05 

0.00 

104.3 

9 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

E18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

4,046 

4,649 

0.16 

0.00 

103.0 

9 

5 

AH-IW 

UH1D04 

DEP 

UH1D04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.71 

0.04 

99.8 

9 

6 

AH-IW 

UH1D06 

DEP 

UH1D06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

99.6 

9 

7 

AH-IW 

UH1D05 

DEP 

UH1D05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

99.6 

9 

8 

AH-IW 

UHlIOl 

INT 

UHlIOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.09 

0.01 

96.4 

9 

9 

F-16C 

E16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.50  %NC 

0 

2,462 

4,366 

0.01 

0.00 

95.2 

9 

10 

AH-IW 

UH1A05 

ARR 

UH1A05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

95.0 

10 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

3,638 

2,194 

0.04 

0.00 

116.0 

10 

2 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

2,820 

0.11 

0.00 

109.7 

10 

3 

F- 18  A/C 

E18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

2,820 

0.16 

0.00 

106.8 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-2.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Fairchild  AFB  Under 

Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Fairchild  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

10 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

4,810 

3,035 

0.05 

0.00 

105.8 

10 

5 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

2.00  EPR 

0 

2,462 

2,820 

0.02 

0.00 

104.5 

10 

6 

F-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.50  %NC 

0 

2,462 

2,820 

0.02 

0.00 

103.5 

10 

7 

F- 18  A/C 

F18AB 

ARR 

23A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,624 

1,818 

0.16 

0.00 

99.1 

10 

8 

F-16C 

F16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,094 

2,476 

0.01 

0.00 

98.8 

10 

9 

C-9A 

C9DA 

DEP 

05D04 

2.00  EPR 

115 

3,840 

2,310 

0.01 

0.00 

97.9 

10 

10 

EA-6B 

EA6AB 

ARR 

23A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,599 

1,815 

0.11 

0.00 

96.4 

11 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,034 

2,387 

0.11 

0.00 

115.0 

11 

2 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,228 

3,348 

0.16 

0.00 

104.6 

11 

3 

F- 18  A/C 

F18AA 

ARR 

05A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,752 

1,750 

0.05 

0.00 

100.0 

11 

4 

AH-IW 

UH1D06 

DEP 

UH1D06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

98.4 

11 

5 

AH-IW 

UH1D05 

DEP 

UH1D05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

98.4 

11 

6 

AH-IW 

UH1D04 

DEP 

UH1D04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.71 

0.04 

98.3 

11 

7 

C-17 

C17CD 

PAT 

23C2 

89.60  %  NC 

190 

3,036 

519 

0.12 

0.00 

98.3 

11 

8 

F-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,353 

2,610 

0.02 

0.00 

98.0 

11 

9 

EA-6B 

EA6AA 

ARR 

05A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,697 

1,740 

0.04 

0.00 

97.3 

11 

10 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

2.00  EPR 

200 

4,141 

2,459 

0.02 

0.00 

96.8 

12 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,108 

3,243 

0.04 

0.00 

112.9 

12 

2 

AH-IW 

UH1D03 

DEP 

UH1D03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

112.8 

12 

3 

AH-IW 

UHlDOl 

DEP 

UHlDOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.24 

0.01 

111.2 

12 

4 

AH-IW 

UH1I03 

INT 

UH1I03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.28 

0.02 

103.6 

12 

5 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,273 

4,016 

0.05 

0.00 

103.2 

12 

6 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

5,513 

0.11 

0.00 

100.1 

12 

7 

AH-IW 

UH1A04 

ARR 

UH1A04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.72 

0.04 

99.2 

12 

8 

AH-IW 

UH1D02 

DEP 

UH1D02 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.01 

0.00 

98.5 

12 

9 

AH-IW 

UH1C02 

PAT 

UH1C02 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.28 

0.02 

98.1 

12 

10 

C-17 

C17CC 

PAT 

05C2 

89.60  %  NC 

190 

3,044 

436 

0.04 

0.00 

97.2 

13 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,189 

1,929 

0.04 

0.00 

117.3 

13 

2 

AH-IW 

UH1D03 

DEP 

UH1D03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

110.7 

13 

3 

AH-IW 

UHlDOl 

DEP 

UHlDOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.24 

0.01 

109.9 

13 

4 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,385 

3,099 

0.05 

0.00 

105.3 

13 

5 

E- 18  A/C 

F18AB 

ARR 

23A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,793 

941 

0.16 

0.00 

105.3 

13 

6 

AH-IW 

UH1I03 

INT 

UH1I03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.28 

0.02 

104.0 

13 

7 

EA-6B 

EA6AB 

ARR 

23A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,729 

917 

0.11 

0.00 

103.1 

13 

8 

AH-IW 

UH1A06 

ARR 

UH1A06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

101.8 

13 

9 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

5,475 

0.11 

0.00 

100.7 

13 

10 

AH-IW 

UH1D02 

DEP 

UH1D02 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.01 

0.00 

100.5 

Fairchild  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

1 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,010 

2,724 

0.04 

0.00 

113.9 

1 

2 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,207 

3,588 

0.05 

0.00 

103.6 

1 

3 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

4,987 

0.11 

0.00 

101.9 

1 

4 

E- 18  A/C 

F18AB 

ARR 

23A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,745 

2,202 

0.16 

0.00 

98.0 

1 

5 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

4,987 

0.16 

0.00 

97.9 

1 

6 

E-16C 

F16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,340 

2,923 

0.01 

0.00 

97.0 
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Table  C-1-2.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Fairchild  AFB  Under 

Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Fairchild  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

1 

7 

C-9A 

C9DA 

DEP 

05D04 

2.00  EPR 

200 

4,124 

2,788 

0.01 

0.00 

95.6 

1 

8 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

2.00  EPR 

0 

2,462 

4,987 

0.02 

0.00 

95.6 

1 

9 

EA-6B 

EA6AB 

ARR 

23A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,692 

2,194 

0.11 

0.00 

95.4 

1 

10 

AH-IW 

UHlDOl 

DEP 

UHlDOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.24 

0.01 

94.9 

2 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

5,269 

2,994 

0.11 

0.00 

113.0 

2 

2 

E- 18  A/C 

F18AA 

ARR 

05A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

3,164 

1,250 

0.05 

0.00 

103.5 

2 

3 

EA-6B 

EA6AA 

ARR 

05A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

3,015 

1,173 

0.04 

0.00 

101.6 

2 

4 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

94.00  %  NC 

300 

6,571 

4,330 

0.16 

0.00 

99.3 

2 

5 

E-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

90.00  %  NC 

350 

5,391 

3,182 

0.02 

0.00 

94.8 

2 

6 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

1.80  EPR 

250 

5,164 

2,895 

0.02 

0.00 

91.2 

2 

7 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

12,559 

0.04 

0.00 

90.5 

2 

8 

AH-IW 

UH1D04 

DEP 

UH1D04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.71 

0.04 

90.2 

2 

9 

AH-IW 

UH1D06 

DEP 

UH1D06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

90.1 

2 

10 

AH-IW 

UH1D05 

DEP 

UH1D05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

90.1 

3 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

5,744 

0.04 

0.00 

109.7 

3 

2 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.50  %  RPM 

145 

3,032 

5,759 

0.11 

0.00 

108.2 

3 

3 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

5,744 

0.05 

0.00 

106.4 

3 

4 

AH-IW 

UHH04 

INT 

UHH04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.19 

0.01 

104.7 

3 

5 

E-16C 

F16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.50  %NC 

0 

2,462 

5,744 

0.01 

0.00 

96.8 

3 

6 

AH-IW 

UHH02 

INT 

UHH02 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.01 

94.5 

3 

7 

E-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

3,586 

5,830 

0.02 

0.00 

91.6 

3 

8 

C-9A 

C9DA 

DEP 

05D04 

2.00  EPR 

0 

2,462 

5,744 

0.01 

0.00 

91.6 

3 

9 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

2.00  EPR 

115 

3,316 

5,788 

0.02 

0.00 

90.3 

3 

10 

KC-135R 

T135DA 

DEP 

05D04 

89.60  %  NF 

30 

2,462 

5,744 

0.15 

0.02 

89.9 

4 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

3,427 

2,301 

0.11 

0.00 

116.3 

4 

2 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

2,255 

0.04 

0.00 

109.8 

4 

3 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

4,587 

2,994 

0.16 

0.00 

106.3 

4 

4 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

2,255 

0.05 

0.00 

106.1 

4 

5 

AH-IW 

UH1D04 

DEP 

UH1D04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.71 

0.04 

103.2 

4 

6 

AH-IW 

UH1D06 

DEP 

UH1D06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

103.1 

4 

7 

AH-IW 

UH1D05 

DEP 

UH1D05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0 

103.1 

4 

8 

AH-IW 

UH1D02 

DEP 

UH1D02 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.01 

0 

102.5 

4 

9 

E-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

3,955 

2,565 

0.02 

0.00 

98.8 

4 

10 

AH-IW 

UH1A05 

ARR 

UH1A05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

98.0 

5 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,258 

2,181 

0.04 

0.00 

116.2 

5 

2 

E- 18  A/C 

F18AB 

ARR 

23A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,837 

883 

0.16 

0.00 

106.1 

5 

3 

AH-IW 

UHlDOl 

DEP 

UHlDOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.24 

0.01 

105.2 

5 

4 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,470 

3,301 

0.05 

0.00 

104.2 

5 

5 

EA-6B 

EA6AB 

ARR 

23A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,763 

849 

0.11 

0.00 

104.2 

5 

6 

AH-IW 

UH1D03 

DEP 

UH1D03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

102.2 

5 

7 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

6,292 

0.11 

0.00 

100.2 

5 

8 

E-16C 

F16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,527 

2,271 

0.01 

0.00 

99.3 

5 

9 

AH-IW 

UHH03 

INT 

UHH03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.28 

0.02 

98.7 

5 

10 

C-9A 

C9DA 

DEP 

05D04 

2.00  EPR 

200 

4,370 

2,132 

0.01 

0.00 

97.9 

6 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,630 

2,941 

0.04 

0.00 

112.8 

6 

2 

E- 18  A/C 

F18AB 

ARR 

23A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,984 

610 

0.16 

0.00 

109.2 
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Table  C-1-2.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Fairchild  AFB  Under 

Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Fairchild  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

6 

3 

EA-6B 

EA6AB 

ARR 

23A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,876 

504 

0.11 

0.00 

108.3 

6 

4 

AH-IW 

UH1D03 

DEP 

UH1D03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

106.6 

6 

5 

AH-IW 

UHlDOl 

DEP 

UHlDOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.24 

0.01 

103.9 

6 

6 

C-17 

C17CD 

PAT 

23C2 

70.00  %  NC 

150 

2,512 

175 

0.12 

0.00 

102.6 

6 

7 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,865 

3,988 

0.05 

0.00 

101.4 

6 

8 

F-16C 

F16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,825 

2,455 

0.01 

0.00 

98.1 

6 

9 

AH-IW 

UHH03 

DEP 

UHH03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.28 

0.02 

97.9 

6 

10 

C-9A 

C9AB 

ARR 

23A01 

1.35  EPR 

135 

3,000 

625 

0.02 

0.00 

97.4 

7 

1 

FA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

3,555 

3,174 

0.11 

0.00 

112.7 

7 

2 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

3,394 

0.04 

0.00 

105.3 

7 

3 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

4,723 

3,768 

0.16 

0.00 

103.8 

7 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

3,394 

0.05 

0.00 

102.3 

7 

5 

F-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,039 

3,376 

0.02 

0.00 

96.0 

7 

6 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

2.00  EPR 

115 

3,784 

3,261 

0.02 

0.00 

94.5 

7 

7 

F- 18  A/C 

F18AA 

ARR 

05A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,597 

2,970 

0.05 

0.00 

93.9 

7 

8 

AH-IW 

UH1D06 

DEP 

UH1D06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

93.5 

7 

9 

AH-IW 

UH1D05 

DEP 

UH1D05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

93.5 

7 

10 

AH-IW 

UH1D04 

DEP 

UH1D04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.71 

0.04 

93.5 

8 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,463 

2,047 

0.11 

0.00 

116.9 

8 

2 

F- 18  A/C 

F18AA 

ARR 

05A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,889 

446 

0.05 

0.00 

111.5 

8 

3 

EA-6B 

EA6AA 

ARR 

05A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,803 

359 

0.04 

0.00 

111.0 

8 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,680 

3,286 

0.16 

0.00 

104.3 

8 

5 

C-17 

C17CC 

PAT 

05C2 

70.00  %  NC 

150 

2,512 

67 

0.04 

0.00 

102.6 

8 

6 

C-9A 

C9AA 

ARR 

05A01 

1.35  EPR 

135 

2,902 

458 

0.01 

0.00 

100.2 

8 

7 

F-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,633 

2,202 

0.02 

0.00 

99.5 

8 

8 

KC-135R 

T135AA 

ARR 

05A01 

66.50  %  NF 

150 

2,766 

322 

0.15 

0.02 

98.7 

8 

9 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

7,246 

0.04 

0.00 

98.5 

8 

10 

C-17 

C17AA 

ARR 

05A01 

70.00  %  NC 

140 

2,803 

359 

0.08 

0.00 

98.4 

9 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.50  %  RPM 

145 

3,055 

4,405 

0.11 

0.00 

109.8 

9 

2 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

4,363 

0.04 

0.00 

107.2 

9 

3 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

4,363 

0.05 

0.00 

103.9 

9 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

4,046 

4,649 

0.16 

0.00 

102.7 

9 

5 

AH-IW 

UH1D04 

DEP 

UH1D04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.71 

0.04 

99.8 

9 

6 

AH-IW 

UH1D06 

DEP 

UH1D06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

99.6 

9 

7 

AH-IW 

UH1D05 

DEP 

UH1D05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

99.6 

9 

8 

AH-IW 

UHHOl 

INT 

UHHOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.09 

0.01 

96.4 

9 

9 

AH-IW 

UH1A05 

ARR 

UH1A05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

95.0 

9 

10 

F-16C 

F16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.50  %NC 

0 

2,462 

4,363 

0.01 

0.00 

94.9 

10 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

3,638 

2,193 

0.04 

0.00 

116.5 

10 

2 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

2,820 

0.11 

0.00 

110.4 

10 

3 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

95.00  %  NC 

0 

2,462 

2,820 

0.16 

0.00 

106.9 

10 

4 

F- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

4,810 

3,034 

0.05 

0.00 

105.8 

10 

5 

C-9A 

C9DB 

DEP 

23D04 

2.00  EPR 

0 

2,462 

2,820 

0.02 

0.00 

104.5 

10 

6 

F-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.50  %NC 

0 

2,462 

2,820 

0.02 

0.00 

103.5 

10 

7 

F- 18  A/C 

F18AB 

ARR 

23A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,624 

1,818 

0.16 

0.00 

99.3 

10 

8 

F-16C 

F16DA 

DEP 

05D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,094 

2,475 

0.01 

0.00 

98.9 
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Table  C-1-2.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Fairchild  AFB  Under 

Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Fairchild  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEL 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

10 

9 

C-9A 

C9DA 

DEP 

05D04 

2.00  EPR 

115 

3,840 

2,309 

0.01 

0.00 

97.9 

10 

10 

EA-6B 

EA6AB 

ARR 

23A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,599 

1,815 

0.11 

0.00 

96.8 

11 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,034 

2,390 

0.11 

0.00 

115.5 

11 

2 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DB 

DEP 

23D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,228 

3,351 

0.16 

0.00 

104.6 

11 

3 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

4,917 

0.04 

0.00 

100.7 

11 

7 

E- 18  A/C 

F18AA 

ARR 

05A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,752 

1,747 

0.05 

0.00 

100.2 

11 

8 

C-17 

C17CD 

PAT 

23C2 

89.60  %  NC 

190 

3,036 

524 

0.12 

0.00 

99.5 

11 

9 

E-16C 

F16DB 

DEP 

23D04 

91.00  %NC 

300 

4,353 

2,613 

0.02 

0.00 

98.1 

11 

4 

AH-IW 

UH1D06 

DEP 

UH1D06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

98.0 

11 

5 

AH-IW 

UH1D05 

DEP 

UH1D05 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

98.0 

11 

6 

AH-IW 

UH1D04 

DEP 

UH1D04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.71 

0.04 

98.0 

11 

10 

EA-6B 

EA6AA 

ARR 

05A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,697 

1,736 

0.04 

0.00 

97.8 

12 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,108 

3,243 

0.04 

0.00 

113.2 

12 

2 

AH-IW 

UH1D03 

DEP 

UH1D03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

113.0 

12 

3 

AH-IW 

UHlDOl 

DEP 

UHlDOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.24 

0.01 

111.1 

12 

4 

AH-IW 

UHH03 

INT 

UHH03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.28 

0.02 

103.6 

12 

5 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,272 

4,015 

0.05 

0.00 

102.9 

12 

6 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

5,513 

0.11 

0.00 

100.5 

12 

7 

AH-IW 

UH1A04 

ARR 

UH1A04 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.72 

0.04 

99.2 

12 

4 

C-17 

C17CC 

PAT 

05C2 

89.60  %  NC 

190 

3,044 

434 

0.04 

0.00 

98.6 

12 

8 

AH-IW 

UH1D02 

DEP 

UH1D02 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.01 

0.00 

98.5 

12 

9 

AH-IW 

UH1C02 

PAT 

UH1C02 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.28 

0.02 

98.1 

13 

1 

EA-6B 

EA6DA 

DEP 

05D03 

98.00  %  RPM 

250 

4,189 

1,930 

0.04 

0.00 

117.9 

13 

2 

AH-IW 

UH1D03 

DEP 

UH1D03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.04 

0.00 

110.7 

13 

3 

AH-IW 

UHlDOl 

DEP 

UHlDOl 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.24 

0.01 

109.9 

13 

2 

E- 18  A/C 

F18AB 

ARR 

23A03 

86.10  %NC 

140 

2,793 

941 

0.16 

0.00 

105.6 

13 

3 

E- 18  A/C 

F18DA 

DEP 

05D03 

96.70  %  NC 

250 

5,385 

3,100 

0.05 

0.00 

105.3 

13 

6 

AH-IW 

UHH03 

INT 

UHH03 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.28 

0.02 

104.0 

13 

4 

EA-6B 

EA6AB 

ARR 

23A03 

75.00  %  RPM 

160 

2,729 

917 

0.11 

0.00 

103.5 

13 

8 

AH-IW 

UH1A06 

ARR 

UH1A06 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.13 

0.01 

101.8 

13 

5 

EA-6B 

EA6DB 

DEP 

23D03 

99.00  %  RPM 

0 

2,462 

5,475 

0.11 

0.00 

101.7 

13 

10 

AH-IW 

UH1D02 

DEP 

UH1D02 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

n/a* 

0.01 

0.00 

100.5 

Key:  ARR=  Arrival;  DEP=  Departure;  INT=  Interfacility;  PAT=  Closed  Pattern;  Power  Units:  EPR:  engine  pressure  ratio;  N1  =  engine  speed  at 


Location  No.  1;  NC  =  core  engine  speed;  RPM  =  revolutions  per  minute. 

*  =  Rotorcraft  Noise  Model  (RNM)  is  a  simulation-based  model  and  does  not  report  SEL  based  on  a  single  point  of  closest  approach. 
Source:  NOISEMAP  Version  7.2  and  RNM. 
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Table  C-1-3.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Grand  Forks  AFB 

Under  Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario 


Grand  Forks  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op  Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEL 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

1 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4,408 

3,615 

0.30 

0.00 

96.5 

1 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4,609 

3,831 

0.00 

0.15 

94.5 

1 

3 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-B 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  N1 

200 

1,591 

1,081 

0.02 

0.00 

92.9 

1 

4 

KC-135R 

135DA 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  NE 

200 

1,591 

1,081 

0.03 

0.00 

92.1 

1 

5 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,956 

1,341 

0.00 

0.35 

91.3 

1 

6 

KC-135R 

135AB 

ARR 

35A3 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1,422 

984 

0.07 

0.01 

90.0 

1 

7 

C-130H&N&P 

130C 

ARR 

35A3 

650.00  C  TIT 

110 

1,418 

982 

0.02 

0.00 

89.5 

1 

8 

T-45 

MQ4AB 

ARR 

35A11 

85.20  %  RPM 

180 

1,463 

1,006 

0.00 

0.70 

88.6 

1 

9 

C-20 

C-20-C 

ARR 

35A3 

2400.00  LBS 

150 

1,418 

982 

0.03 

0.00 

87.6 

1 

10 

C-130H&N&P 

130B 

DEP 

17D1 

932.00  C  TIT 

170 

2,341 

1,659 

0.01 

0.00 

87.0 

2 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4,077 

3,312 

0.30 

0.00 

97.3 

2 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4,187 

3,436 

0.00 

0.15 

95.7 

2 

3 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-B 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  N1 

200 

1,388 

1,022 

0.02 

0.00 

93.6 

2 

4 

KC-135R 

135DA 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  NE 

200 

1,388 

1,022 

0.03 

0.00 

92.7 

2 

5 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,675 

1,184 

0.00 

0.35 

92.5 

2 

6 

KC-135R 

135AB 

ARR 

35A3 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1,292 

980 

0.07 

0.01 

90.0 

2 

7 

C-130H&N&P 

130C 

ARR 

35A3 

650.00  C  TIT 

110 

1,289 

979 

0.02 

0.00 

89.3 

2 

8 

T-45 

MQ4AB 

ARR 

35A11 

85.20  %  RPM 

180 

1,321 

992 

0.00 

0.70 

88.7 

2 

9 

C-130H&N&P 

130B 

DEP 

17D1 

977.00  C  TIT 

130 

2,098 

1,493 

0.01 

0.00 

88.4 

2 

10 

C-20 

C-20-C 

ARR 

35A3 

2400.00  LBS 

150 

1,289 

979 

0.03 

0.00 

87.6 

3 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

3,907 

3,451 

0.70 

0.00 

97.1 

3 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

3,966 

3,518 

0.00 

0.35 

95.6 

3 

3 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,771 

1,857 

0.00 

0.15 

89.5 

3 

4 

T-45 

MQ4AA 

ARR 

17A11 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,247 

1,668 

0.00 

0.30 

89.1 

3 

5 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

160 

1,299 

1,680 

0.07 

0.01 

88.9 

3 

6 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-D 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  N1 

160 

1,299 

1,680 

0.04 

0.00 

88.4 

3 

7 

C-130H&N&P 

130A 

DEP 

35D1 

977.00  C  TIT 

130 

1,973 

1,959 

0.02 

0.00 

86.4 

3 

8 

KC-135R 

135AA 

ARR 

17A1 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1,209 

1,660 

0.03 

0.00 

85.5 

3 

9 

C-130H&N&P 

130D 

ARR 

17A1 

650.00  C  TIT 

110 

1,207 

1,660 

0.01 

0.00 

84.7 

3 

10 

C-21A 

C21A 

DEP 

35D1 

96.00  %  NC 

180 

2,872 

2,575 

0.02 

0.00 

84.5 

4 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4,176 

5,194 

0.70 

0.00 

92.8 

4 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4,302 

5,288 

0.00 

0.35 

91.2 

4 

3 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

2,091 

4,181 

0.00 

0.15 

82.9 

4 

4 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

911 

8,415 

0.30 

0.00 

81.7 

4 

5 

T-45 

MQ4AA 

ARR 

17A11 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,360 

4,028 

0.00 

0.30 

81.1 

4 

6 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

200 

1,444 

4,039 

0.07 

0.01 

80.8 

4 

7 

C-130H&N&P 

130A 

DEP 

35D1 

977.00  C  TIT 

130 

2,164 

4,200 

0.02 

0.00 

79.4 

4 

8 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-D 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  N1 

200 

1,444 

4,039 

0.04 

0.00 

78.7 

4 

9 

C-21A 

C21A 

DEP 

35D1 

96.00  %  NC 

180 

3,104 

4,579 

0.02 

0.00 

78.6 

4 

10 

KC-135R 

135AA 

ARR 

17A1 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1,307 

4,022 

0.03 

0.00 

76.9 

5 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

3,903 

3,187 

0.70 

0.00 

97.7 

5 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

3,961 

3,257 

0.00 

0.35 

96.2 

5 

3 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-D 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  N1 

160 

1,298 

1,034 

0.04 

0.00 

93.6 

5 

4 

T-45 

MQ4AA 

ARR 

17A11 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,245 

1,015 

0.00 

0.30 

93.0 

5 

5 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

160 

1,298 

1,034 

0.07 

0.01 

92.8 

5 

6 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,766 

1,301 

0.00 

0.15 

92.0 

5 

7 

KC-135R 

135AA 

ARR 

17A1 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1,207 

1,002 

0.03 

0.00 

89.7 
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Table  C-1-3.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Grand  Forks  AFB 
Under  Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Grand  Forks  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op  Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEL 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

5 

8 

C-130H&N&P 

130D 

ARR 

17A1 

650.00  C  TIT 

110 

1,205 

1,001 

0.01 

0.00 

89.0 

5 

9 

C-130H&N&P 

130A 

DEP 

35D1 

977.00  C  TIT 

130 

1,970 

1,444 

0.02 

0.00 

89.0 

5 

10 

C-20 

C-20-A 

ARR 

17A1 

2400.00  LBS 

150 

1,205 

1,001 

0.02 

0.00 

87.3 

6 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4,077 

5,408 

0.30 

0.00 

92.4 

6 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4,188 

5,485 

0.00 

0.15 

90.9 

6 

3 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,676 

4,440 

0.00 

0.35 

82.8 

6 

4 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

911 

7,991 

0.70 

0.00 

82.5 

6 

5 

KC-135R 

135DA 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  NE 

200 

1,388 

4,400 

0.03 

0.00 

79.8 

6 

6 

C-130H&N&P 

130B 

DEP 

17D1 

977.00  C  TIT 

130 

2,099 

4,532 

0.01 

0.00 

78.3 

6 

7 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-B 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  N1 

200 

1,388 

4,400 

0.02 

0.00 

77.6 

6 

8 

C-21A 

C21B 

DEP 

17D1 

96.00  %  NC 

180 

3,025 

4,859 

0.01 

0.00 

77.4 

6 

9 

CESSNA-441 

TPROP 

MQ9CB 

PCCB 

PAT 

17C8 

50.00  %  RPM 

85 

1,911 

1,276 

1.58 

1.05 

76.7 

6 

10 

KC-135R 

135AB 

ARR 

35A3 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1,292 

4,391 

0.07 

0.01 

76.0 

7 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

3,814 

9,974 

0.70 

0.00 

85.1 

7 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

85.00  %  RPM 

200 

6,911 

8,248 

0.00 

0.35 

83.4 

7 

3 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

911  1 

578 

0.30 

0.00 

79.3 

7 

4 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

85.00  %  RPM 

200 

6,911 

8,248 

0.00 

0.15 

77.7 

7 

5 

CESSNA-441 

TPROP 

MQ9CB 

PCD 

PAT 

35C8 

75.00  %  RPM 

150 

1,911 

1,091 

3.68 

2.45 

77.5 

7 

6 

CESSNA-441 

TPROP 

MQ9CB 

PCCB 

PAT 

17C8 

50.00  %  RPM 

85 

1,911 

1,488 

1.58 

1.05 

75.8 

7 

7 

C-130H&N&P 

130A 

DEP 

35D1 

932.00  C  TIT 

170 

7,013 

6,604 

0.02 

0.00 

74.6 

7 

8 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

250 

9,996 

9,537 

0.07 

0.01 

72.3 

7 

9 

T-41 

MQIND 

ANG~2 

PAT 

35C8 

75.00  %  RPM 

150 

2,000 

1,173 

6.86 

0.00 

72.1 

7 

10 

C-21A 

C21A 

DEP 

35D1 

96.00  %  NC 

180 

9,133 

8,637 

0.02 

0.00 

71.9 

8 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

3,324 

5,319 

0.70 

0.00 

92.6 

8 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

180 

3,324 

5,319 

0.00 

0.35 

91.3 

8 

3 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

911 

5,209 

0.30 

0.00 

86.4 

8 

4 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,307 

4,705 

0.00 

0.15 

84.8 

8 

5 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

160 

1,202 

4,696 

0.07 

0.01 

79.5 

8 

6 

C-130H&N&P 

130A 

DEP 

35D1 

977.00  C  TIT 

130 

1,696 

4,754 

0.02 

0.00 

78.6 

8 

7 

T-45 

MQ4AA 

ARR 

17A11 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,083 

4,690 

0.00 

0.30 

78.5 

8 

8 

C-21A 

C21A 

DEP 

35D1 

96.00  %  NC 

180 

2,534 

4,967 

0.02 

0.00 

77.7 

8 

9 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-D 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  N1 

160 

1,202 

4,696 

0.04 

0.00 

77.3 

8 

10 

C-21A 

C21B 

DEP 

17D1 

96.00  %  NC 

0 

911 

5,209 

0.01 

0.00 

74.0 

9 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4,408 

3,935 

0.30 

0.00 

95.6 

9 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4,608 

4,134 

0.00 

0.15 

93.7 

9 

3 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,955 

2,048 

0.00 

0.35 

88.1 

9 

4 

KC-135R 

135DA 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  NE 

200 

1,591 

1,887 

0.03 

0.00 

87.5 

9 

5 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-B 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  N1 

200 

1,591 

1,887 

0.02 

0.00 

86.8 

9 

6 

KC-135R 

135AB 

ARR 

35A3 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1,421 

1,833 

0.07 

0.01 

84.8 

9 

7 

C-130H&N&P 

130B 

DEP 

17D1 

932.00  C  TIT 

170 

2,340 

2,270 

0.01 

0.00 

84.4 

9 

8 

C-130H&N&P 

130C 

ARR 

35A3 

650.00  C  TIT 

110 

1,418 

1,832 

0.02 

0.00 

84.1 

9 

9 

T-45 

MQ4AB 

ARR 

35A11 

85.20  %  RPM 

180 

1,463 

1,845 

0.00 

0.70 

83.8 

9 

10 

C-21A 

C21B 

DEP 

17D1 

96.00  %  NC 

180 

3,315 

2,987 

0.01 

0.00 

82.8 

10 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4,199 

3,648 

0.70 

0.00 

96.4 

Final 
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Table  C-1-3.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Grand  Forks  AFB 
Under  Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Grand  Forks  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op  Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

10 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4,331 

3,786 

0.00 

0.35 

94.7 

10 

3 

T-45 

MQ4AA 

ARR 

17A11 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,370 

1,545 

0.00 

0.30 

89.8 

10 

4 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

200 

1,458 

1,575 

0.07 

0.01 

89.2 

10 

5 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

2,118 

1,925 

0.00 

0.15 

88.8 

10 

6 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-D 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  N1 

200 

1,458 

1,575 

0.04 

0.00 

88.8 

10 

7 

KC-135R 

135AA 

ARR 

17A1 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1,315 

1,529 

0.03 

0.00 

86.3 

10 

8 

C-130H&N&P 

130  A 

DEP 

35D1 

977.00  C  TIT 

130 

2,180 

1,959 

0.02 

0.00 

86.0 

10 

9 

C-130H&N&P 

130D 

ARR 

17A1 

650.00  C  TIT 

110 

1,312 

1,528 

0.01 

0.00 

85.6 

10 

10 

C-21A 

C21A 

DEP 

35D1 

96.00  %  NC 

180 

3,124 

2,686 

0.02 

0.00 

84.0 

11 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

2,953 

3,313 

0.70 

0.00 

97.4 

11 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

180 

2,953 

3,313 

0.00 

0.35 

96.3 

11 

3 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

911 

2,666 

0.30 

0.00 

91.9 

11 

4 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,085 

2,543 

0.00 

0.15 

89.6 

11 

5 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

160 

1,156 

2,549 

0.07 

0.01 

85.2 

11 

6 

C-130H&N&P 

130  A 

DEP 

35D1 

977.00  C  TIT 

105 

1,570 

2,624 

0.02 

0.00 

84.3 

11 

7 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-D 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  N1 

160 

1,156 

2,549 

0.04 

0.00 

83.8 

11 

8 

T-45 

MQ4AA 

ARR 

17A11 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1,005 

2,538 

0.00 

0.30 

83.6 

11 

9 

C-21A 

C21B 

DEP 

17D1 

96.00  %  NC 

0 

911 

2,666 

0.01 

0.00 

83.5 

11 

10 

C-21A 

C21A 

DEP 

35D1 

96.00  %  NC 

180 

2,373 

2,939 

0.02 

0.00 

83.3 

Grand  Forks  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op  Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

Day 

Night 

(dB) 

1 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4408 

3615 

0.30 

0.00 

96.5 

1 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4609 

3831 

0.00 

0.15 

94.5 

1 

3 

KC-46X 

46DA 

DEP 

17D1 

92.00  %  N1 

185 

1687 

1142 

2.04 

0.04 

93.1 

1 

4 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-B 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  N1 

200 

1591 

1081 

0.02 

0.00 

92.9 

1 

5 

KC-46X 

46CG 

PAT 

35C2 

65.00  %  N1 

170 

1453 

559 

16.11 

1.79 

92.4 

1 

6 

KC-135R 

135DA 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  NF 

200 

1591 

1081 

0.03 

0.00 

92.1 

1 

7 

KC-46X 

46CI 

PAT 

35C6 

60.00  %  N1 

240 

1399 

474 

6.04 

0.67 

91.8 

1 

8 

KC-46X 

46AF 

ARR 

35A6 

65.00  %  N1 

170 

1342 

624 

0.59 

0.07 

91.6 

1 

9 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1956 

1341 

0.00 

0.35 

91.3 

1 

10 

KC-46X 

46AG 

ARR 

35A8 

65.00  %  N1 

180 

1397 

738 

0.71 

0.08 

90.5 

2 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4077 

3312 

0.30 

0.00 

97.3 

2 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4187 

3436 

0.00 

0.15 

95.7 

2 

3 

KC-46X 

46DA 

DEP 

17D1 

92.00  %  N1 

185 

1530 

1095 

2.04 

0.04 

93.7 

2 

4 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-B 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  N1 

200 

1388 

1022 

0.02 

0.00 

93.6 

2 

5 

KC-135R 

135DA 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  NF 

200 

1388 

1022 

0.03 

0.00 

92.7 

2 

6 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1675 

1184 

0.00 

0.35 

92.5 

2 

7 

KC-46X 

46CE 

PAT 

17C7 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

2116 

1286 

2.59 

0.29 

91.2 

2 

8 

KC-135R 

135AB 

ARR 

35A3 

65.00  %  NF 

150 

1292 

980 

0.07 

0.01 

90.0 

2 

9 

KC-46X 

46CC 

PAT 

17C5 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

1734 

1431 

5.18 

0.58 

89.5 

2 

10 

C-130H&N&P 

130C 

ARR 

35A3 

650.00  C  TIT 

110 

1289 

979 

0.02 

0.00 

89.3 

3 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

3907 

3451 

0.70 

0.00 

97.1 

3 

2 

KC-46X 

46CG 

PAT 

35C2 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

1469 

799 

16.11 

1.79 

95.9 

Final 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-3.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Grand  Forks  AFB 
Under  Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Grand  Forks  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op  Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

3 

3 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

3966 

3518 

0.00 

0.35 

95.6 

3 

4 

KC-46X 

46CF 

PAT 

35C1 

88.00  %  N1 

200 

1676 

806 

11.69 

1.30 

95.4 

3 

5 

KC-46X 

46DC 

DEP 

35D1 

92.00  %  N1 

160 

1299 

1680 

4.76 

0.09 

89.7 

3 

6 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1771 

1857 

0.00 

0.15 

89.5 

3 

7 

T-45 

MQ4AA 

ARR 

17A11 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1247 

1668 

0.00 

0.30 

89.1 

3 

8 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

160 

1299 

1680 

0.07 

0.01 

88.9 

3 

9 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-D 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  N1 

160 

1299 

1680 

0.04 

0.00 

88.4 

3 

10 

KC-46X 

46CH 

PAT 

35C5 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

1668 

1772 

12.08 

1.34 

87.9 

4 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4176 

5194 

0.70 

0.00 

92.8 

4 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4302 

5288 

0.00 

0.35 

91.2 

4 

3 

KC-46X 

46CF 

PAT 

35C1 

88.00  %  N1 

200 

1878 

1488 

11.69 

1.30 

89.8 

4 

4 

KC-46X 

46CG 

PAT 

35C2 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

1555 

1629 

16.11 

1.79 

88.1 

4 

5 

KC-46X 

46DD 

DEP 

35D7 

92.00  %  N1 

200 

3361 

2505 

1.31 

0.00 

85.2 

4 

6 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

2091 

4181 

0.00 

0.15 

82.9 

4 

7 

KC-46X 

46CI 

PAT 

35C6 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

1635 

2912 

6.04 

0.67 

82.8 

4 

8 

KC-46X 

46CH 

PAT 

35C5 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

2018 

2905 

12.08 

1.34 

82.3 

4 

9 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

911 

8415 

0.30 

0.00 

81.7 

4 

10 

T-45 

MQ4AA 

ARR 

17A11 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1360 

4028 

0.00 

0.30 

81.1 

5 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

3903 

3187 

0.70 

0.00 

97.7 

5 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

3961 

3257 

0.00 

0.35 

96.2 

5 

3 

KC-46X 

46DC 

DEP 

35D1 

92.00  %  N1 

160 

1298 

1034 

4.76 

0.09 

94.7 

5 

4 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-D 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  N1 

160 

1298 

1034 

0.04 

0.00 

93.6 

5 

5 

T-45 

MQ4AA 

ARR 

17A11 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1245 

1015 

0.00 

0.30 

93.0 

5 

6 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

160 

1298 

1034 

0.07 

0.01 

92.8 

5 

7 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1766 

1301 

0.00 

0.15 

92.0 

5 

8 

KC-46X 

46CH 

PAT 

35C5 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

1647 

1230 

12.08 

1.34 

91.3 

5 

9 

KC-46X 

46CJ 

PAT 

35C7 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

1980 

1302 

6.04 

0.67 

91.2 

5 

10 

KC-135R 

135AA 

ARR 

17A1 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1207 

1002 

0.03 

0.00 

89.7 

6 

1 

KC-46X 

46CB 

PAT 

17C2 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

1562 

1001 

6.91 

0.77 

93.9 

6 

2 

KC-46X 

46CA 

PAT 

17C1 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

1891 

1093 

5.01 

0.56 

93.0 

6 

3 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4077 

5408 

0.30 

0.00 

92.4 

6 

4 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4188 

5485 

0.00 

0.15 

90.9 

6 

5 

KC-46X 

46CD 

PAT 

17C6 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

1641 

2164 

2.59 

0.29 

86.3 

6 

6 

KC-46X 

46DB 

DEP 

17D7 

92.00  %  N1 

200 

3360 

2452 

0.56 

0.00 

86.1 

6 

7 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1676 

4440 

0.00 

0.35 

82.8 

6 

8 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

911 

7991 

0.70 

0.00 

82.5 

6 

9 

KC-46X 

46CC 

PAT 

17C5 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

1992 

3633 

5.18 

0.58 

79.8 

6 

10 

KC-135R 

135DA 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  NE 

200 

1388 

4400 

0.03 

0.00 

79.8 

7 

1 

KC-46X 

46CG 

PAT 

35C2 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

1747 

1062 

16.11 

1.79 

93.9 

7 

2 

KC-46X 

46CI 

PAT 

35C6 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

1822 

1063 

6.04 

0.67 

93.9 

Final 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-3.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Grand  Forks  AFB 
Under  Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Grand  Forks  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op  Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

7 

3 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

3814 

9974 

0.70 

0.00 

85.1 

7 

4 

KC-46X 

46CF 

PAT 

35C1 

88.00  %  N1 

200 

2276 

2286 

11.69 

1.30 

85.0 

7 

5 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

85.00  %  RPM 

200 

6911 

8248 

0.00 

0.35 

83.4 

7 

6 

KC-46X 

46DD 

DEP 

35D7 

92.00  %  N1 

200 

3651 

3616 

1.31 

0.00 

82.7 

7 

7 

KC-46X 

46AC 

ARR 

17A8 

65.00  %  N1 

200 

1911 

1833 

0.30 

0.03 

80.8 

7 

8 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

911 

10578 

0.30 

0.00 

79.3 

7 

9 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

85.00  %  RPM 

200 

6911 

8248 

0.00 

0.15 

77.7 

7 

10 

KC-46X 

46AB 

ARR 

17A6 

65.00  %  N1 

190 

1910 

2662 

0.25 

0.03 

77.6 

8 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

3324 

5319 

0.70 

0.00 

92.6 

8 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

180 

3324 

5319 

0.00 

0.35 

91.3 

8 

3 

KC-46X 

46CI 

PAT 

35C6 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

1596 

2407 

6.04 

0.67 

86.7 

8 

4 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

911 

5209 

0.30 

0.00 

86.4 

8 

5 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1307 

4705 

0.00 

0.15 

84.8 

8 

6 

KC-46X 

46AF 

ARR 

35A6 

60.00  %  N1 

220 

2052 

1333 

0.59 

0.07 

82.1 

8 

7 

KC-46X 

46DD 

DEP 

35D7 

92.00  %  N1 

185 

2322 

4486 

1.31 

0.00 

81.9 

8 

8 

KC-46X 

46CG 

PAT 

35C2 

85.00  %  N1 

200 

1508 

3735 

16.11 

1.79 

80.1 

8 

9 

KC-46X 

46CF 

PAT 

35C1 

88.00  %  N1 

200 

1676 

3990 

11.69 

1.30 

79.8 

8 

10 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

160 

1202 

4696 

0.07 

0.01 

79.5 

9 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4408 

3935 

0.30 

0.00 

95.6 

9 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4608 

4134 

0.00 

0.15 

93.7 

9 

3 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1955 

2048 

0.00 

0.35 

88.1 

9 

4 

KC-46X 

46CE 

PAT 

17C7 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

2364 

1646 

2.59 

0.29 

87.9 

9 

5 

KC-135R 

135DA 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  NE 

200 

1591 

1887 

0.03 

0.00 

87.5 

9 

6 

KC-46X 

46DA 

DEP 

17D1 

92.00  %  N1 

185 

1687 

1923 

2.04 

0.04 

87.5 

9 

7 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-B 

DEP 

17D1 

87.00  %  N1 

200 

1591 

1887 

0.02 

0.00 

86.8 

9 

8 

KC-135R 

135AB 

ARR 

35A3 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1421 

1833 

0.07 

0.01 

84.8 

9 

9 

C-130H&N&P 

130B 

DEP 

17D1 

932.00  C  TIT 

170 

2340 

2270 

0.01 

0.00 

84.4 

9 

10 

C-130H&N&P 

130C 

ARR 

35A3 

650.00  C  TIT 

110 

1418 

1832 

0.02 

0.00 

84.1 

10 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

4199 

3648 

0.70 

0.00 

96.4 

10 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

200 

4331 

3786 

0.00 

0.35 

94.7 

10 

3 

KC-46X 

46DC 

DEP 

35D1 

92.00  %  N1 

185 

1458 

1575 

4.76 

0.09 

90.1 

10 

4 

KC-46X 

46CJ 

PAT 

35C7 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

2229 

1454 

6.04 

0.67 

89.9 

10 

5 

T-45 

MQ4AA 

ARR 

17A11 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1370 

1545 

0.00 

0.30 

89.8 

10 

6 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

200 

1458 

1575 

0.07 

0.01 

89.2 

10 

7 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

2118 

1925 

0.00 

0.15 

88.8 

10 

8 

KC-lOA 

KC-IO-D 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  N1 

200 

1458 

1575 

0.04 

0.00 

88.8 

10 

9 

KC-46X 

46CE 

PAT 

17C7 

65.00  %  N1 

180 

1302 

1167 

2.59 

0.29 

86.5 

10 

10 

KC-135R 

135AA 

ARR 

17A1 

65.00  %  NE 

150 

1315 

1529 

0.03 

0.00 

86.3 

11 

1 

T-45 

MQ4DB 

DEP 

35D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

150 

2953 

3313 

0.70 

0.00 

97.4 

11 

2 

T-45 

MQ4CB 

PAT 

35C9 

100.00  %  RPM 

180 

2953 

3313 

0.00 

0.35 

96.3 

11 

3 

T-45 

MQ4DA 

DEP 

17D8 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

911 

2666 

0.30 

0.00 

91.9 

11 

4 

T-45 

MQ4CA 

PAT 

17C9 

88.00  %  RPM 

180 

1085 

2543 

0.00 

0.15 

89.6 

11 

5 

KC-46X 

46CI 

PAT 

35C6 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

1441 

2051 

6.04 

0.67 

88.4 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-3.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  Grand  Forks  AFB 
Under  Baseline  and  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Grand  Forks  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op  Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEE 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

11 

6 

KC-46X 

46DD 

DEP 

35D7 

92.00  %  N1 

185 

1329 

2575 

1.31 

0.00 

86.1 

11 

7 

KC-135R 

135DB 

DEP 

35D1 

87.00  %  NE 

160 

1156 

2549 

0.07 

0.01 

85.2 

11 

8 

KC-46X 

46DC 

DEP 

35D1 

92.00  %  N1 

160 

1149 

2548 

4.76 

0.09 

84.9 

11 

9 

C-130H&N&P 

130A 

DEP 

35D1 

977.00  C  TIT 

105 

1570 

2624 

0.02 

0.00 

84.3 

11 

10 

KC-46X 

46CF 

PAT 

35C1 

88.00  %  N1 

200 

1330 

2568 

11.69 

1.30 

84.2 

Key;  Power  Units:  C  TIT  =  Turbine  Inlet  Temperature  in  Celsius;  LBS=  Pounds  of  Thrust;  N1  =  engine  speed  at  Location  No.  1;  NC  =  core 


engine  speed;  NF  =  engine  fan  revolutions  per  minute;  RPM  =  revolutions  per  minute. 
Source:  NOISEMAP  Version  7.2. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-4.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  McConnell  AFB  Under 

Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios 


McConnell  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEL 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

1 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DK 

DEP 

9RD4 

90.00  %  NC 

2S0 

1,811 

4,SS2 

1.19 

0.04 

94.2 

1 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,21S 

S,429 

0.38 

0.00 

93.9 

1 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-D2 

DEP 

9RD4 

34S30.00  LBS 

1S3 

3,001 

4,84S 

O.IS 

0.00 

86.7 

1 

4 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

9S.00  %  RPM 

2S0 

3,089 

4,889 

1.19 

0.04 

8S.9 

1 

5 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

83.00  %  NC 

ISO 

1,646 

S,3S8 

0.16 

0.00 

82.8 

1 

6 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,371 

6,911 

O.Sl 

0.02 

82.8 

1 

7 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

93.00  %  NC 

0 

1,371 

6,911 

O.Sl 

0.02 

82.4 

1 

8 

A-lOA 

AlOA-DB 

DEP 

9RD4 

6700.00  NE 

160 

4,063 

S,402 

1.19 

0.04 

81.0 

1 

9 

KC-135R 

9RCC 

PAT 

9RC2 

70.00  %  NF 

14S 

1,680 

4,S38 

2.3S 

0.S7 

80.8 

1 

10 

KC-135R 

USB 

DEP 

9RD4 

89.60  %  NF 

160 

2,283 

4,634 

1.19 

0.04 

80.6 

2 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

32S 

2,346 

LOIS 

O.Sl 

0.02 

107.S 

2 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,397 

2,689 

0.16 

0.00 

100.7 

2 

3 

SK70 

(UH-60A) 

BLACKH 

HELC-AB 

ARR 

9RA2 

ISO.OO 

KNOTS 

ISO 

1,677 

34S 

0.37 

0.01 

98.9 

2 

4 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

1,993 

6S7 

O.IS 

0.00 

96.3 

2 

5 

KC-135R 

9RCB 

PAT 

9RC1 

6S.00  %  NF 

180 

1,800 

466 

4.27 

1.21 

9S.2 

2 

6 

KC-135R 

19RAE 

ARR 

9RA4 

70.00  %  NF 

14S 

2,007 

671 

0.2S 

0.07 

94.1 

2 

7 

KC-135R 

19RAD 

ARR 

9RA3 

70.00  %  NF 

14S 

2,007 

671 

1.23 

0.3S 

94.1 

2 

8 

KC-135R 

19RAB 

ARR 

9RA1 

70.00  %  NF 

14S 

2,007 

671 

0.34 

0.09 

94.1 

2 

9 

KC-135R 

19RAA 

ARR 

9RA2 

70.00  %  NF 

14S 

2,007 

671 

LOS 

0.30 

94.1 

2 

10 

KC-135R 

135C 

ARR 

9RA2 

66.S0  %  NF 

160 

1,992 

6S6 

1.19 

0.04 

93.1 

3 

1 

F-16C 

E16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

83.00  %  NC 

240 

2,999 

4,792 

0.16 

0.00 

94.7 

3 

2 

KC-135R 

IRCB 

PAT 

1RC2 

80.00  %  NF 

170 

2,621 

1,260 

0.13 

0.06 

89.4 

3 

3 

F-16C 

E16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

2S0 

1,7S9 

8,316 

O.Sl 

0.02 

86.9 

3 

4 

F-16C 

E16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

240 

3,000 

4,792 

0.38 

0.00 

83.4 

3 

5 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

9S.00  %  RPM 

2S0 

2,774 

8,426 

O.Sl 

0.02 

8LS 

3 

6 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

34S30.00  LBS 

1S3 

2,849 

8,434 

0.07 

0.00 

80.9 

3 

7 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,371 

9,081 

1.19 

0.04 

79.3 

3 

8 

KC-135R 

9RCC 

PAT 

9RC2 

70.00  %  NF 

14S 

1,871 

3,978 

2.3S 

0.S7 

79.0 

3 

9 

KC-135R 

9LCB 

PAT 

9LC2 

70.00  %  NF 

18S 

2,999 

4,793 

0.24 

0.11 

78.4 

3 

10 

KC-135R 

135C1 

PAT 

IRCl 

70.00  %  NF 

180 

3,000 

4,792 

0.33 

0.00 

77.4 

4 

1 

F-16C 

E16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

32S 

1,987 

4,272 

O.Sl 

0.02 

94.6 

4 

2 

F-16C 

E16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,291 

S,297 

0.16 

0.00 

93.6 

4 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

239S4.00  LBS 

181 

3,181 

4,608 

0.07 

0.00 

8S.8 

4 

4 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

9S.00  %  RPM 

2S0 

3,666 

4,848 

O.Sl 

0.02 

83.S 

4 

5 

KC-135R 

USD 

DEP 

ILDl 

89.60  %  NF 

200 

2,371 

4,347 

O.Sl 

0.02 

81.0 

4 

6 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

1,840 

4,2S2 

O.IS 

0.00 

80.9 

4 

7 

F-16C 

E16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

1,773 

S,068 

0.38 

0.00 

80.7 

4 

8 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,371 

9,0S9 

1.19 

0.04 

80.3 

4 

9 

A-lOA 

AlOA-DA 

DEP 

ILDl 

6700.00  NF 

160 

4,928 

S,679 

O.Sl 

0.02 

80.2 

4 

10 

SK70 

(UH-60A) 

BLACKH 

HELC-AB 

ARR 

9RA2 

ISO.OO 

KNOTS 

ISO 

1,674 

4,23S 

0.37 

0.01 

80.0 

5 

1 

F-16C 

E16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

2S0 

1,776 

3,71S 

O.Sl 

0.02 

96.2 

5 

2 

F-16C 

E16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,172 

4,S9S 

0.16 

0.00 

9S.9 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-4.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  McConnell  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


McConnell  Baseline 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEL 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

5 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

34530.00  LBS 

153 

2,898 

4,016 

0.07 

0.00 

88.9 

5 

4 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

95.00  %  RPM 

250 

2,874 

4,017 

0.51 

0.02 

88.6 

5 

5 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

150 

1,602 

4,523 

0.38 

0.00 

84.9 

5 

6 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,371 

5,569 

1.19 

0.04 

84.5 

5 

7 

A-lOA 

AlOA-DA 

DEP 

ILDl 

6700.00  NE 

160 

3,744 

4,494 

0.51 

0.02 

83.2 

5 

8 

KC-135R 

135D 

DEP 

ILDl 

89.60  %  NE 

160 

2,179 

3,788 

0.51 

0.02 

82.6 

5 

9 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

1,639 

3,701 

0.15 

0.00 

81.9 

5 

10 

F-16C 

F16C-DK 

DEP 

9RD4 

93.00  %  NC 

0 

1,371 

5,569 

1.19 

0.04 

81.0 

6 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

250 

2,519 

3,686 

0.16 

0.00 

97.6 

6 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

325 

2,771 

3,940 

0.51 

0.02 

95.3 

6 

3 

KC-135R 

19LAD 

ARR 

9LA4 

65.00  %  NF 

160 

2,403 

1,091 

0.02 

0.01 

89.2 

6 

4 

KC-135R 

19LAB 

ARR 

9LA2 

65.00  %  NF 

160 

2,403 

1,091 

0.11 

0.05 

89.1 

6 

5 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

23954.00  LBS 

181 

3,453 

4,233 

0.07 

0.00 

84.5 

6 

6 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

2,174 

3,761 

0.15 

0.00 

82.7 

6 

7 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

2,069 

2,931 

0.38 

0.00 

82.4 

6 

8 

KC-135R 

9LCB 

PAT 

9LC2 

70.00  %  NF 

165 

2,180 

3,085 

0.24 

0.11 

82.3 

6 

9 

KC-135R 

1350 

DEP 

ILDl 

89.60  %  NF 

250 

2,398 

3,818 

0.51 

0.02 

81.7 

6 

10 

SK70 

(UH-60A) 

BLACKH 

HELC-AB 

ARR 

9RA2 

150.00 

KNOTS 

150 

1,680 

3,683 

0.37 

0.01 

81.6 

7 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

250 

2,528 

3,331 

0.16 

0.00 

101.0 

7 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

325 

1,992 

5,488 

0.51 

0.02 

92.0 

7 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

23954.00  LBS 

181 

3,182 

5,748 

0.07 

0.00 

83.8 

7 

4 

KC-135R 

135C1 

PAT 

IRCl 

84.70  %  NF 

180 

2,869 

3,300 

0.33 

0.00 

83.2 

7 

5 

KC-135R 

9LCB 

PAT 

9LC2 

70.00  %  NF 

165 

2,072 

3,616 

0.24 

0.11 

82.3 

7 

6 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

95.00  %  RPM 

250 

3,674 

5,943 

0.51 

0.02 

81.9 

7 

7 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

1,774 

4,642 

0.38 

0.00 

81.8 

7 

8 

KC-135R 

IRCA 

PAT 

IRCl 

80.00  %  NF 

200 

2,869 

3,300 

2.73 

0.94 

81.6 

7 

9 

KC-135R 

9RCC 

PAT 

9RC2 

70.00  %  NF 

145 

1,871 

3,884 

2.35 

0.57 

79.2 

7 

10 

KC-135R 

19LAD 

ARR 

9LA4 

65.00  %  NF 

145 

1,822 

4,647 

0.02 

0.01 

79.1 

8 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DK 

DEP 

9RD4 

90.00  %  NC 

325 

2,629 

1,884 

1.19 

0.04 

102.4 

8 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

92.00  %  NC 

250 

2,456 

3,552 

0.38 

0.00 

97.8 

8 

3 

KC-135R 

9RCC 

PAT 

9RC2 

70.00  %  NF 

145 

1,870 

640 

2.35 

0.57 

95.1 

8 

4 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

2,016 

877 

0.16 

0.00 

92.3 

8 

5 

KC-135R 

IRAC 

ARR 

IRAl 

70.00  %  NF 

145 

2,116 

962 

0.29 

0.08 

91.3 

8 

6 

B-747-20A 

747- A 1 

ARR 

1LA3 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

2,114 

1,553 

0.07 

0.00 

91.0 

8 

7 

KC-135R 

135C1 

PAT 

IRCl 

65.00  %  NF 

150 

2,044 

900 

0.33 

0.00 

90.6 

8 

8 

KC-135R 

IRCA 

PAT 

IRCl 

65.00  %  NF 

150 

2,044 

900 

2.73 

0.94 

90.6 

8 

9 

KC-135R 

IRA  A 

ARR 

1RA5 

65.00  %  NF 

160 

2,096 

945 

0.91 

0.26 

90.2 

8 

10 

B-747-20A 

747-D2 

DEP 

9RD4 

23954.00  LBS 

181 

3,403 

2,491 

0.15 

0.00 

89.5 

Final 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-4.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  McConnell  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


McConnell  FTU 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine 

Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEL 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

1 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DK 

DEP 

9RD4 

90.00  %  NC 

2S0 

1,811 

4,SS2 

1.19 

0.04 

94.2 

1 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,21S 

S,429 

0.38 

0.00 

93.9 

1 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-D2 

DEP 

9RD4 

34S30.00  LBS 

1S3 

3,001 

4,84S 

O.IS 

0.00 

86.7 

1 

4 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

9S.00  %  RPM 

2S0 

3,089 

4,889 

1.19 

0.04 

8S.9 

1 

5 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

83.00  %  NC 

ISO 

1,646 

S,3S8 

0.16 

0.00 

82.8 

1 

6 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,371 

6,911 

O.Sl 

0.02 

82.8 

1 

7 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

93.00  %  NC 

0 

1,371 

6,911 

O.Sl 

0.02 

82.4 

1 

8 

A-lOA 

AlOA-DB 

DEP 

9RD4 

6700.00  NE 

160 

4,063 

S,402 

1.19 

0.04 

81.0 

1 

9 

KC-135R 

9RCC 

PAT 

9RC2 

70.00  %  NE 

14S 

1,680 

4,S38 

2.3S 

0.S7 

80.8 

1 

10 

KC-135R 

USB 

DEP 

9RD4 

89.60  %  NE 

160 

2,283 

4,634 

1.19 

0.04 

80.6 

2 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

32S 

2,346 

LOIS 

O.Sl 

0.02 

107.S 

2 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,397 

2,689 

0.16 

0.00 

100.7 

2 

3 

SK70 

(UH-60A) 

BLACKH 

HELC-AB 

ARR 

9RA2 

ISO.OO 

KNOTS 

ISO 

1,677 

34S 

0.37 

0.01 

98.9 

2 

4 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

1,993 

6S7 

O.IS 

0.00 

96.3 

2 

5 

KC-135R 

9RCB 

PAT 

9RC1 

6S.00  %  NE 

180 

1,800 

466 

4.27 

1.21 

9S.2 

2 

6 

KC-135R 

19RAE 

ARR 

9RA4 

70.00  %  NE 

14S 

2,007 

671 

0.2S 

0.07 

94.1 

2 

7 

KC-135R 

19RAD 

ARR 

9RA3 

70.00  %  NE 

14S 

2,007 

671 

1.23 

0.3S 

94.1 

2 

8 

KC-135R 

19RAB 

ARR 

9RA1 

70.00  %  NE 

14S 

2,007 

671 

0.34 

0.09 

94.1 

2 

9 

KC-135R 

19RAA 

ARR 

9RA2 

70.00  %  NE 

14S 

2,007 

671 

LOS 

0.30 

94.1 

2 

10 

KC-135R 

135C 

ARR 

9RA2 

66.S0  %  NE 

160 

1,992 

6S6 

1.19 

0.04 

93.1 

3 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

83.00  %  NC 

240 

2,999 

4,792 

0.16 

0.00 

94.7 

3 

2 

KC-135R 

IRCB 

PAT 

1RC2 

80.00  %  NE 

170 

2,621 

1,260 

0.13 

0.06 

89.4 

3 

3 

KC-46X 

46RCD 

PAT 

1RC3 

8S.00  %  N1 

180 

2,214 

LSIO 

0.46 

0.10 

88.S 

3 

4 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

2S0 

1,7S9 

8,316 

O.Sl 

0.02 

86.9 

3 

5 

KC-46X 

46RCB 

PAT 

1RC2 

8S.00  %  N1 

190 

3,131 

1,764 

2.30 

O.SO 

8S.S 

3 

6 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

240 

3,000 

4,792 

0.38 

0.00 

83.4 

3 

7 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

9S.00  %  RPM 

2S0 

2,774 

8,426 

O.Sl 

0.02 

8LS 

3 

8 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

34S30.00  LBS 

1S3 

2,849 

8,434 

0.07 

0.00 

80.9 

3 

9 

KC-46X 

46RDM 

DEP 

1RD4 

92.00  %  N1 

200 

3,887 

4,827 

1.27 

1.77 

79.7 

3 

10 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,371 

9,081 

1.19 

0.04 

79.3 

4 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

32S 

1,987 

4,272 

O.Sl 

0.02 

94.6 

4 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,291 

S,297 

0.16 

0.00 

93.6 

4 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

239S4.00  LBS 

181 

3,181 

4,608 

0.07 

0.00 

8S.8 

4 

4 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

9S.00  %  RPM 

2S0 

3,666 

4,848 

O.Sl 

0.02 

83.S 

4 

5 

KC-135R 

USD 

DEP 

ILDl 

89.60  %  NE 

200 

2,371 

4,347 

O.Sl 

0.02 

81.0 

4 

6 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

1,840 

4,2S2 

O.IS 

0.00 

80.9 

4 

7 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

1,773 

S,068 

0.38 

0.00 

80.7 

4 

8 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

100.00  % 
RPM 

0 

1,371 

9,0S9 

1.19 

0.04 

80.3 

4 

9 

A-lOA 

AlOA-DA 

DEP 

ILDl 

6700.00  NE 

160 

4,928 

S,679 

O.Sl 

0.02 

80.2 

4 

10 

SK70 

(UH-60A) 

BLACKH 

HELC-AB 

ARR 

9RA2 

ISO.OO 

KNOTS 

ISO 

1,674 

4,23S 

0.37 

0.01 

80.0 

Final 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-4.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  McConnell  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


McConnell  FTU 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 

(ftMSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEL 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

5 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

250 

1,776 

3,715 

0.51 

0.02 

96.2 

5 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

250 

2,172 

4,595 

0.16 

0.00 

95.9 

5 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

34530.00  LBS 

153 

2,898 

4,016 

0.07 

0.00 

88.9 

5 

4 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

95.00  %  RPM 

250 

2,874 

4,017 

0.51 

0.02 

88.6 

5 

5 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

150 

1,602 

4,523 

0.38 

0.00 

84.9 

5 

6 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

1,371 

5,569 

1.19 

0.04 

84.5 

5 

7 

A-lOA 

AlOA-DA 

DEP 

ILDl 

6700.00  NE 

160 

3,744 

4,494 

0.51 

0.02 

83.2 

5 

8 

KC-135R 

135D 

DEP 

ILDl 

89.60  %  NF 

160 

2,179 

3,788 

0.51 

0.02 

82.6 

5 

9 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

1,639 

3,701 

0.15 

0.00 

81.9 

5 

10 

F-16C 

F16C-DK 

DEP 

9RD4 

93.00  %  NC 

0 

1,371 

5,569 

1.19 

0.04 

81.0 

6 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

250 

2,519 

3,686 

0.16 

0.00 

97.6 

6 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

325 

2,771 

3,940 

0.51 

0.02 

95.3 

6 

3 

KC-135R 

19LAD 

ARR 

9LA4 

65.00  %  NF 

160 

2,403 

1,091 

0.02 

0.01 

89.2 

6 

4 

KC-135R 

19LAB 

ARR 

9LA2 

65.00  %  NF 

160 

2,403 

1,091 

0.11 

0.05 

89.1 

6 

5 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

23954.00  LBS 

181 

3,453 

4,233 

0.07 

0.00 

84.5 

6 

6 

KC-46X 

46LAM 

ARR 

9LA2 

60.00  %  N1 

180 

2,455 

1,148 

0.59 

0.35 

83.2 

6 

7 

KC-46X 

46LAK 

ARR 

9LA4 

60.00  %  N1 

180 

2,455 

1,148 

0.39 

0.24 

83.2 

6 

8 

KC-46X 

46LAH 

ARR 

9LA6 

60.00  %  N1 

180 

2,125 

1,164 

0.82 

0.49 

82.8 

6 

9 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

2,174 

3,761 

0.15 

0.00 

82.7 

6 

10 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

2,069 

2,931 

0.38 

0.00 

82.4 

7 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

250 

2,528 

3,331 

0.16 

0.00 

101.0 

7 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

325 

1,992 

5,488 

0.51 

0.02 

92.0 

7 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

23954.00  LBS 

181 

3,182 

5,748 

0.07 

0.00 

83.8 

7 

4 

KC-46X 

46RDM 

DEP 

1RD4 

92.00  %  N1 

200 

3,814 

2,603 

1.27 

1.77 

83.7 

7 

5 

KC-46X 

46RCC 

PAT 

1RC4 

90.00  %  N1 

190 

2,959 

2,764 

0.46 

0.10 

83.5 

7 

6 

KC-135R 

135C1 

PAT 

IRCl 

84.70  %  NF 

180 

2,869 

3,300 

0.33 

0.00 

83.2 

7 

7 

KC-135R 

9LCB 

PAT 

9LC2 

70.00  %  NF 

165 

2,072 

3,616 

0.24 

0.11 

82.3 

7 

8 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

95.00  %  RPM 

250 

3,674 

5,943 

0.51 

0.02 

81.9 

7 

9 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

1,774 

4,642 

0.38 

0.00 

81.8 

7 

10 

KC-46X 

46RCD 

PAT 

1RC3 

85.00  %  N1 

180 

2,114 

3,079 

0.46 

0.10 

81.7 

8 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DK 

DEP 

9RD4 

90.00  %  NC 

325 

2,629 

1,884 

1.19 

0.04 

102.4 

8 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

92.00  %  NC 

250 

2,456 

3,552 

0.38 

0.00 

97.8 

8 

3 

KC-135R 

9RCC 

PAT 

9RC2 

70.00  %  NF 

145 

1,870 

640 

2.35 

0.57 

95.1 

8 

4 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

2,016 

877 

0.16 

0.00 

92.3 

8 

5 

KC-135R 

IRAC 

ARR 

IRAl 

70.00  %  NF 

145 

2,116 

962 

0.29 

0.08 

91.3 

8 

6 

B-747-20A 

747- A 1 

ARR 

1LA3 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

2,114 

1,553 

0.07 

0.00 

91.0 

8 

7 

KC-135R 

135C1 

PAT 

IRCl 

65.00  %  NF 

150 

2,044 

900 

0.33 

0.00 

90.6 

8 

8 

KC-135R 

IRCA 

PAT 

IRCl 

65.00  %  NF 

150 

2,044 

900 

2.73 

0.94 

90.6 

8 

9 

KC-135R 

IRA  A 

ARR 

1RA5 

65.00  %  NF 

160 

2,096 

945 

0.91 

0.26 

90.2 

8 

10 

B-747-20A 

747-D2 

DEP 

9RD4 

23954.00  LBS 

181 

3,403 

2,491 

0.15 

0.00 

89.5 

Final 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  C-1-4.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  McConnell  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


McConnell  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEL 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

1 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DK 

DEP 

9RD4 

90.00  %  NC 

2S0 

1,811 

4,SS2 

1.19 

0.04 

94.2 

1 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,21S 

S,429 

0.38 

0.00 

93.9 

1 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-D2 

DEP 

9RD4 

34S30.00  LBS 

1S3 

3,001 

4,84S 

O.IS 

0.00 

86.7 

1 

4 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

9S.00  %  RPM 

2S0 

3,089 

4,889 

1.19 

0.04 

8S.9 

1 

5 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

83.00  %  NC 

ISO 

1,646 

S,3S8 

0.16 

0.00 

82.8 

1 

6 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

1,371 

6,911 

O.Sl 

0.02 

82.8 

1 

7 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

93.00  %  NC 

0 

1,371 

6,911 

O.Sl 

0.02 

82.4 

1 

8 

A-lOA 

AlOA-DB 

DEP 

9RD4 

6700.00  NE 

160 

4,063 

S,402 

1.19 

0.04 

81.0 

1 

9 

KC-135R 

USB 

DEP 

9RD4 

89.60  %  NE 

160 

2,283 

4,634 

1.19 

0.04 

80.6 

1 

10 

B-747-20A 

747- A 1 

ARR 

1LA3 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

1,694 

4,S40 

0.07 

0.00 

79.9 

2 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

32S 

2,346 

LOIS 

O.Sl 

0.02 

107.S 

2 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,397 

2,689 

0.16 

0.00 

100.7 

2 

3 

SK70 

(UH-60A) 

BLACKH 

HELC-AB 

ARR 

9RA2 

ISO.OO  KNOTS 

ISO 

1,677 

34S 

0.37 

0.01 

98.9 

2 

4 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

1,993 

6S7 

O.IS 

0.00 

96.3 

2 

5 

KC-135R 

135C 

ARR 

9RA2 

66.S0  %  NE 

160 

1,992 

6S6 

1.19 

0.04 

93.1 

2 

6 

C-130H&N&P 

130HAA 

ARR 

9RA2 

6S0.00  C  TIT 

110 

1,991 

6SS 

0.37 

0.01 

92.9 

2 

7 

KC-135R 

USD 

DEP 

ILDl 

89.60  %  NE 

200 

2,371 

1,032 

O.Sl 

0.02 

92.8 

2 

8 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

1,908 

934 

0.38 

0.00 

91.8 

2 

9 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

239S4.00  LBS 

181 

3,30S 

1,967 

0.07 

0.00 

91.4 

2 

10 

T-38C 

T38C 

ARR 

9RA2 

88.00  %  RPM 

160 

1,992 

6S6 

1.19 

0.04 

90.8 

3 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

83.00  %  NC 

240 

2,999 

4,792 

0.16 

0.00 

94.7 

3 

2 

KC-46X 

46RCD 

PAT 

1RC3 

8S.00  %  N1 

180 

2,214 

LSIO 

2.S9 

0.29 

88.S 

3 

3 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

2S0 

1,7S9 

8,316 

O.Sl 

0.02 

86.9 

3 

4 

KC-46X 

46RCB 

PAT 

1RC2 

8S.00  %  N1 

190 

3,131 

1,764 

S.18 

0.S8 

8S.S 

3 

5 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

240 

3,000 

4,792 

0.38 

0.00 

83.4 

3 

6 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

9S.00  %  RPM 

2S0 

2,774 

8,426 

O.Sl 

0.02 

8LS 

3 

7 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

34S30.00  LBS 

1S3 

2,849 

8,434 

0.07 

0.00 

80.9 

3 

8 

KC-46X 

46RDM 

DEP 

1RD4 

92.00  %  N1 

200 

3,887 

4,827 

0.S6 

0.00 

79.7 

3 

9 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

1,371 

9,081 

1.19 

0.04 

79.3 

3 

10 

KC-135R 

USCl 

PAT 

IRCl 

70.00  %  NE 

180 

3,000 

4,792 

0.33 

0.00 

77.4 

4 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

32S 

1,987 

4,272 

O.Sl 

0.02 

94.6 

4 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,291 

S,297 

0.16 

0.00 

93.6 

4 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

239S4.00  LBS 

181 

3,181 

4,608 

0.07 

0.00 

8S.8 

4 

4 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

9S.00  %  RPM 

2S0 

3,666 

4,848 

O.Sl 

0.02 

83.S 

4 

5 

KC-135R 

USD 

DEP 

ILDl 

89.60  %  NE 

200 

2,371 

4,347 

O.Sl 

0.02 

81.0 

4 

6 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

1,840 

4,2S2 

O.IS 

0.00 

80.9 

4 

7 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

1,773 

S,068 

0.38 

0.00 

80.7 

4 

8 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

1,371 

9,0S9 

1.19 

0.04 

80.3 

4 

9 

A-lOA 

AlOA-DA 

DEP 

ILDl 

6700.00  NF 

160 

4,928 

S,679 

O.Sl 

0.02 

80.2 

4 

10 

SK70 

(UH-60A) 

BLACKH 

HELC-AB 

ARR 

9RA2 

ISO.OO  KNOTS 

ISO 

1,674 

4,23S 

0.37 

0.01 

80.0 

5 

1 

F-16C 

E16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

2S0 

1,776 

3,71S 

O.Sl 

0.02 

96.2 

5 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

2S0 

2,172 

4,S9S 

0.16 

0.00 

9S.9 
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Table  C-1-4.  Noise  Contributors  at  Representative  Locations  Near  McConnell  AFB  Under 
Baseline,  FTU  and  MOB  1  Scenarios  (Continued) 


McConnell  MOB  1 

Point 

Rank 

Aircraft 

Profile 

Op 

Type 

Track 

Engine  Power 

Airspeed 

(KIAS) 

Altitude 
(ft  MSL) 

Slant 

Distance 

(ft) 

Operations 

SEL 

(dB) 

Day 

Night 

5 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

34530.00  LBS 

153 

2,898 

4,016 

0.07 

0.00 

88.9 

5 

4 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

95.00  %  RPM 

250 

2,874 

4,017 

0.51 

0.02 

88.6 

5 

5 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

150 

1,602 

4,523 

0.38 

0.00 

84.9 

5 

6 

T-38C 

T38C-DS 

DEP 

9RD4 

100.00  %  RPM 

0 

1,371 

5,569 

1.19 

0.04 

84.5 

5 

7 

A-lOA 

AlOA-DA 

DEP 

ILDl 

6700.00  NF 

160 

3,744 

4,494 

0.51 

0.02 

83.2 

5 

8 

KC-135R 

1350 

DEP 

ILDl 

89.60  %  NF 

160 

2,179 

3,788 

0.51 

0.02 

82.6 

5 

9 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

1,639 

3,701 

0.15 

0.00 

81.9 

5 

10 

F-16C 

F16C-DK 

DEP 

9RD4 

93.00  %  NC 

0 

1,371 

5,569 

1.19 

0.04 

81.0 

6 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

250 

2,519 

3,686 

0.16 

0.00 

97.6 

6 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

325 

2,771 

3,940 

0.51 

0.02 

95.3 

6 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-Dl 

DEP 

ILDl 

23954.00  LBS 

181 

3,453 

4,233 

0.07 

0.00 

84.5 

6 

4 

KC-46X 

46LAH 

ARR 

9LA6 

60.00  %  N1 

160 

2,229 

119 

0.59 

0.07 

84.2 

6 

5 

KC-46X 

46LAM 

ARR 

9LA2 

60.00  %  N1 

180 

2,455 

1,148 

0.43 

0.05 

83.2 

6 

6 

KC-46X 

46LAK 

ARR 

9LA4 

60.00  %  N1 

180 

2,455 

1,148 

0.28 

0.03 

83.2 

6 

7 

B-747-20A 

747-A2 

ARR 

9RA2 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

2,174 

3,761 

0.15 

0.00 

82.7 

6 

8 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

2,069 

2,931 

0.38 

0.00 

82.4 

6 

9 

KC-135R 

1350 

DEP 

ILDl 

89.60  %  NF 

250 

2,398 

3,818 

0.51 

0.02 

81.7 

6 

10 

SK70 

(UH-60A) 

BLACKH 

HELC-AB 

ARR 

9RA2 

150.00  KNOTS 

150 

1,680 

3,683 

0.37 

0.01 

81.6 

7 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

92.00  %  NC 

250 

2,528 

3,331 

0.16 

0.00 

101.0 

7 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-DJ 

DEP 

ILDl 

90.00  %  NC 

325 

1,992 

5,488 

0.51 

0.02 

92.0 

7 

3 

B-747-20A 

747-01 

DEP 

ILDl 

23954.00  LBS 

181 

3,182 

5,748 

0.07 

0.00 

83.8 

7 

4 

KC-46X 

46RDM 

DEP 

1RD4 

92.00  %  N1 

200 

3,814 

2,603 

0.56 

0.00 

83.7 

7 

5 

KC-135R 

135C1 

PAT 

IRCl 

84.70  %  NF 

180 

2,869 

3,300 

0.33 

0.00 

83.2 

7 

6 

T-38C 

T38C-DR 

DEP 

ILDl 

95.00  %  RPM 

250 

3,674 

5,943 

0.51 

0.02 

81.9 

7 

7 

KC-46X 

46RCC 

PAT 

1RC4 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

2,959 

2,764 

2.59 

0.29 

81.9 

7 

8 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

1,774 

4,642 

0.38 

0.00 

81.8 

7 

9 

KC-46X 

46RCD 

PAT 

1RC3 

85.00  %  N1 

180 

2,114 

3,079 

2.59 

0.29 

81.7 

7 

10 

KC-46X 

46RCA 

PAT 

IRCl 

85.00  %  N1 

190 

2,953 

3,332 

6.91 

0.77 

79.7 

8 

1 

F-16C 

F16C-DK 

DEP 

9RD4 

90.00  %  NC 

325 

2,629 

1,884 

1.19 

0.04 

102.4 

8 

2 

F-16C 

F16C-CB 

PAT 

9LC1 

92.00  %  NC 

250 

2,456 

3,552 

0.38 

0.00 

97.8 

8 

3 

F-16C 

F16C-CA 

PAT 

IRCl 

83.00  %  NC 

180 

2,016 

877 

0.16 

0.00 

92.3 

8 

4 

B-747-20A 

747- A 1 

ARR 

1LA3 

6340.00  LBS 

131 

2,114 

1,553 

0.07 

0.00 

91.0 

8 

5 

KC-135R 

135C1 

PAT 

IRCl 

65.00  %  NF 

150 

2,044 

900 

0.33 

0.00 

90.6 

8 

6 

B-747-20A 

747-02 

DEP 

9RD4 

23954.00  LBS 

181 

3,403 

2,491 

0.15 

0.00 

89.5 

8 

7 

SK70 

(UH-60A) 

BLACKH 

HELA-AA 

ARR 

1LA3 

150.00  KNOTS 

150 

1,679 

1,372 

0.16 

0.01 

89.4 

8 

8 

KC-46X 

46RCG 

PAT 

9RC2 

60.00  %  N1 

150 

1,725 

659 

0.17 

0.02 

89.1 

8 

9 

KC-135R 

135B 

DEP 

9RD4 

89.60  %  NF 

200 

2,371 

1,702 

1.19 

0.04 

88.6 

8 

10 

KC-46X 

46RDE 

DEP 

9LD2 

92.00  %  N1 

185 

2,894 

1,685 

0.85 

0.01 

87.6 

Key.  ARR  =  Arrival;  DEP  =  Departure;  PAT  =  Closed  Pattern. 

Power  Units:  LBS  =  pounds  of  thrust;  N1  =  engine  speed  at  Location  No.  1;  NC  =  core  engine  speed;  NF  =  engine  fan  revolutions  per  minute; 


RPM  =  revolutions  per  minute. 
Source:  NOISEMAP  Version  7.2. 
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APPENDIX  D  AIR  QUALITY  BACKGROUND  INFORMATION  AND  EMISSION 
CALCULATIONS 

This  appendix  includes  air  quality  background  information  for  each  of  the  four  bases  under 
consideration  for  the  KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  1)  missions.  This  background  information  includes  the  regional  climate  information, 
along  with  the  spreadsheets  that  were  used  to  complete  the  air  quality  analysis  contained  in 
Volume  I,  Chapter  4  (see  Sections  4.1.2,  4.2.2,  4.3.2,  and  4.4.2). 

D,1  ALTUS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  REGIONAL  CLIMATE 

Altus,  Oklahoma,  has  a  continental  climate,  characterized  by  pronounced  variations  in  daily  and 
seasonal  temperatures  and  seasonal  and  annual  precipitation.  Meteorological  data  collected  at 
Altus,  Oklahoma,  are  used  to  describe  the  climate  of  the  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  project  area 
(OCS  2013a,  2013b). 

Temperature.  Jackson  County  is  known  for  high  temperatures  in  the  summer  months  and  cool 
conditions  during  the  winter.  The  average  high  and  low  temperatures  during  the  summer  months 
at  Altus  AFB  range  from  about  98  degrees  Fahrenheit  (°F)  to  66  °F.  The  average  high  and  low 
temperatures  during  the  winter  months  range  from  53  °F  to  26  °F  (OCS  2013a). 

Precipitation.  Average  annual  precipitation  for  Altus  AFB  is  28.8  inches.  Precipitation  is 
greatest  during  the  warmer  months  of  the  year,  and  the  peak  monthly  average  of  4.8  inches 
occurs  in  May.  Precipitation  is  at  a  minimum  during  the  winter,  as  the  lowest  monthly  average  of 
1.0  inch  occurs  in  January.  Snow  is  not  uncommon  during  winter,  but  the  average  annual 
snowfall  is  only  3.0  inches  (OCS  2013a). 

Prevailing  Winds.  Altus  AFB  experiences  fairly  breezy  conditions,  as  the  average  wind  speed 
for  each  month  of  the  year  is  at  least  8.5  miles  per  hour  and  the  annual  average  wind  speed  is 
10.5  miles  per  hour.  Spring  is  generally  the  windiest  season,  as  the  peak  average  monthly  winds 
of  12.9  miles  per  hour  occur  in  April.  The  wind  prevails  from  the  southeast  direction  for  most  of 
the  year,  but  shifts  to  the  northwest  to  north-northeast  during  the  winter  months  (OCS  2013b). 
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D.l.l  OPERATIONS  EMISSION  CALCULATIONS  FOR  THE  KC-46A  PROJECT 

SCENARIOS  AT  ALTUS  AFB 


Table  D.1-1.  Engine  Emission  Factors  by  Throttle  Setting  -  KC-135,  C-17, 

and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Engine  Type/ 
Throttle  Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(Pounds/ 
Hour) 

1  Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)  ^  | 

voc 

CO 

NO^ 

S02 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

\CFM56-2B-1^  I 

Idle 

1,014 

2.10 

30.70 

4.00 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Approach 

2,463 

0.09 

4.20 

8.20 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Cllmbout 

6,486 

0.06 

0.09 

16.00 

1.06 

0.05 

0.05 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Take-off 

7,801 

0.05 

0.09 

18.50 

1.06 

0.07 

0.07 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

\f117-PW-100° 

Idle 

978 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Approach 

4,645 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Intermediate 

10,408 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Military 

14,111 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

\P&W4062^ 

Idle 

1,663 

12.49 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.10 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Approach 

5,702 

0.10 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Cllmbout 

16,870 

0.08 

0.50 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Take-off 

21,622 

0.09 

0.61 

34.36 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

55% 

10,778 

0.09 

1.28 

18.45 

1.06 

0.06 

0.05 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

60% 

11,794 

0.09 

1.15 

19.70 

1.06 

0.06 

0.05 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Engine  Type/ 
Throttle  Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(Pounds/ 
Hour) 

1  Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)  ^  | 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

\CFM56-2B-1^ 

Idle 

1,014 

- 

- 

0.0019 

- 

- 

- 

0.0023 

0.0009 

- 

- 

Approach 

2,463 

- 

- 

0.0032 

- 

- 

0.0005 

0.0019 

0.0009 

- 

- 

Cllmbout 

6,486 

- 

- 

0.0004 

- 

- 

0.0004 

0.0018 

0.0008 

- 

- 

Take-off 

7,801 

- 

- 

0.0011 

- 

- 

- 

0.0012 

0.0003 

- 

- 

\f117-PW-100''  I 

Idle 

978 

0.012 

- 

0.0225 

- 

- 

- 

0.0012 

- 

0.0007 

0.0022 

Approach 

4,645 

- 

- 

0.0009 

- 

- 

- 

0.0012 

0.0004 

0.0008 

0.0016 

Intermediate 

10,408 

- 

- 

0.0006 

- 

0.0004 

- 

0.0006 

- 

0.0002 

0.0006 

Military 

14,111 

- 

- 

0.0006 

- 

0.0004 

- 

0.0006 

- 

0.0002 

0.0006 

\P&W4062'^ 

Idle 

1,663 

0.538 

0.309 

0.212 

0.213 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

5,702 

0.004 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Cllmbout 

16,870 

0.003 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

21,622 

0.004 

0.002 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

55% 

10,778 

0.004 

0.002 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

11,794 

0.004 

0.002 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Engine  Type/ 
Throttle  Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(Pounds' 
Hour) 

Emission  Factors  (Pounds'!  000  Pounds  Fuel)  “  I 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

Di(2- 

Ethylhexyl) 

Phthalate 

(DEHP) 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Methyl  tert- 
Butyl 
Ether 
(MTBE) 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

\CFM56-2B-1^  NR  only  NR  only  | 

Idle 

1,014 

- 

0.0055 

0.0007 

0.0951 

- 

- 

0.0675 

- 

0.0029 

- 

Approach 

2,463 

- 

0.0015 

0.0006 

0.0150 

- 

- 

0.0446 

- 

- 

- 

Climbout 

6,486 

- 

0.0045 

- 

0.0056 

- 

- 

0.0506 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

7,801 

- 

0.0020 

- 

0.0070 

- 

- 

0.0020 

- 

- 

- 

\f117-PW-100^ 

Idle 

978 

0.0074 

0.0030 

0.0028 

0.2360 

- 

- 

0.0008 

- 

0.0024 

0.0038 

Approach 

4,645 

0.0056 

0.0019 

- 

0.0165 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

10,408 

0.0036 

0.0017 

- 

0.0095 

- 

- 

0.0063 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

14,111 

0.0036 

0.0017 

- 

0.0095 

- 

- 

0.0063 

- 

- 

- 

\P&W4062^ 

Idle 

1,663 

- 

- 

0.022 

1.551 

- 

0.227 

- 

- 

0.068 

0.091 

Approach 

5,702 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.013 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Climbout 

16,870 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.010 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

Take-off 

21,622 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.011 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

55% 

10,778 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.012 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

60% 

11,794 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.011 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 
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Table  D.1-1.  Engine  Emission  Factors  by  Throttle  Setting  -  KC-135,  C-17, 
and  KC-46A  Aircraft  (Continued) 


Engine  Type/ 
Throttle  Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(Pounds/ 
Hour) 

Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)  ^  | 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

\CFM56-2B-1^  NR  only  NR  only  | 

Idle 

1,014 

- 

- 

0.0015 

- 

0.0019 

0.0090 

0.0008 

0.0049 

0.0017 

- 

Approach 

2,463 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.0032 

0.0062 

0.0008 

0.0038 

0.0016 

- 

Cllmbout 

6,486 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.0004 

0.0014 

- 

0.0025 

0.0005 

- 

Take-off 

7,801 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.0011 

0.0011 

0.0003 

0.0024 

0.0003 

- 

\f117-PW-100'' 

Idle 

978 

- 

- 

0.0016 

0.0033 

- 

0.0067 

- 

- 

0.0023 

0.0010 

Approach 

4,645 

- 

- 

- 

0.0019 

- 

0.0014 

0.0004 

- 

0.0006 

- 

Intermediate 

10,408 

- 

- 

- 

0.0010 

- 

0.0011 

- 

- 

0.0005 

- 

Military 

14,111 

- 

- 

- 

0.0010 

- 

0.0011 

- 

- 

0.0005 

- 

\P&W4062^  I 

Idle 

1,663 

- 

- 

0.039 

- 

- 

0.081 

- 

- 

0.036 

0.021 

Approach 

5,702 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Cllmbout 

16,870 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

21,622 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

55% 

10,778 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

60% 

11,794 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

^  Data  are  for  1  engine.  The  KC-135/KC-46A  have  4/2  engines.  VOC  data  estimated  by  muitipiying  THC  source  test  data  by  1 .15 


(USEPA  and  FAA  2009). 

Criteria  poliutant  data  from  iCAO  Engine  Exhaust  Emissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  ENGINE  IDENTIFICATION: 
CFM56-2B-1  (ICAO  1987).  HAPs  data  from  AFCEC  2013. 

From  AFCEC  2013.  For  FIAPs  data,  intermediate  mode  used  to  simulate  military  mode. 

ICAO  Engine  Exhaust  Emissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  ENGINE  IDENTIFICATION:  PW4062  (ICAO  2013).  HAPs 
data  from  Boeing  2013b. 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  P&W  =  Pratt  &  Whitney,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10 
microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic 
compound. 


Table  D.1-2.  Land  and  Take-ofiyTouch  and  Go  Times  in  Modes 
and  Fuel  Usages  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Aircraft/Mode 
(Engine  Throttle  Setting) 

Land  and  Take-Off 

Touch  and  Go  | 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 
(Pounds)^ 

TIM 

(Hours) 

Fuel  Usage 
(Pounds)  ‘ 

(Minutes)  \  (Hours) 

\  KC-135'’ 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

2,217 

- 

- 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.01 

364 

Cllmbout  (Intermediate) 

1.6 

0.03 

692 

0.03 

692 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.09 

854 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

1,007 

Totals 

55.2 

0.92 

5,134 

0.13 

1,910 

KC-46A  “ 

1 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

1,818 

- 

- 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

505 

Cllmbout  (Intermediate) 

1.6 

0.03 

900 

0.03 

900 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.09 

988 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

- 

- 

Totals 

55.2 

0.92 

5,037 

0.13 

2,393 

®  Fuel  usage  per  aircraft. 

TIM  data  from  Table  C-2-4  (AFCEC  2013). 
Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant. 
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Table  D.1-3.  Land  and  Take-ofiyTouch  and  Go  Total  Fuel  Usages 
and  Emissions  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Aircraft/ 

Mode 

Fuel 

Usage 

(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

S02 

p/m™ 

P/M  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2© 

Land  and  Take-Off 

KC-135 

5,134 

6.92 

102.65 

37.70 

5.44 

0.30 

0.30 

16,510 

0.46 

0.51 

16,678 

KC-46A 

5,037 

33.25 

115.35 

62.73 

5.34 

0.44 

0.39 

16,199 

0.45 

0.50 

16,365 

Touch  and  Go 

KC-135 

1,910 

0.14 

3.68 

24.81 

2.02 

0.11 

0.11 

6,142 

0.17 

0.19 

6,205 

KC-46A 

2,393 

0.22 

2.67 

52.74 

2.54 

0.15 

0.13 

7,695 

0.21 

0.24 

7,773 

Aircraft/ 

Mode 

Fuel 

Usage 

(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

Land  and  Take-Off 

KC-135 

5,134 

- 

- 

0.010 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.011 

0.004 

- 

- 

KC-46A 

5,037 

1.433 

0.821 

0.564 

0.566 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Touch  and  Go 

KC-135 

1,910 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.003 

0.001 

- 

- 

KC-46A 

2,393 

0.010 

0.005 

0.004 

0.004 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aircraft/ 

Mode 

Fuel 

Usage 

(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formald¬ 

ehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene- 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphtha¬ 

lene 

Phenol 

Land  and  Take-Off 

KC-135 

5,134 

- 

0.023 

0.003 

0.326 

- 

- 

0.291 

- 

0.009 

- 

KC-46A 

5,037 

- 

- 

0.058 

4.128 

- 

0.605 

- 

- 

0.181 

0.244 

Touch  and  Go 

KC-135 

1,910 

- 

0.005 

0.000 

0.019 

- 

- 

0.074 

- 

- 

- 

KC-46A 

2,393 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.027 

- 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

Aircraft/ 

Mode 

Fuel 

Usage 

(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

POM 

Proplo- 

nalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1, 1, 1- 
Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

o-Xylene 

Land  and  Take-Off 

KC-135 

5,134 

- 

- 

0.005 

- 

0.010 

0.036 

0.003 

0.022 

0.007 

- 

KC-46A 

5,037 

- 

- 

0.104 

- 

- 

0.215 

- 

- 

0.095 

0.056 

Touch  and  Go 

KC-135 

1,910 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.007 

0.001 

0.006 

0.002 

- 

KC-46A 

2,393 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

Key:-  =  No  activity,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  COae  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient, 

N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particuiate  matter 
iess  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  suifur  dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-4.  Annual  Hours  of  Aircraft  Operation  by  Engine  Setting 
for  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2008 


Aircraft 

Engine  Setting/Hours  | 

Idle 

Approach 

Intermediate 

Takeoff 

Total 

C-17 

54,227 

18,077 

9,305 

2,433 

84,042 

kC-135 

21,313 

17,757 

10,212 

2,390 

51,672 

Source:  2008  Mobile  Source  Air  Emissions  Inventory  for  Altus  Air  Force  Base 
(Weston  Solutions,  Inc.  2008). 


Table  D.l-4a.  Annual  Fuel  Usages  for  Aircraft 
at  Altus  AFB  -Year  2008 


Aircraft 

Annual  Poundsof  Fuel  Usage/1,000  Pounds  | 

Idle 

Approach 

Intermediate 

Takeoff 

Total 

c-17 

53,034 

83,968 

96,846 

34,332 

268,180 

kC-135 

21,606 

43,738 

66,240 

18,645 

150,229 

Transient 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Key:  -  =  No  activity. 

Source:  2008  Mobile  Source  Air  Emissions  Inventory  for  Altus  Air  Force  Base 
(Weston  Solutions,  Inc.  2008). 


Table  D.1-5.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft 
at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2008 


Aircraft 

Number  of  Operations  | 

LTO 

TGO 

LFB 

LFP 

Total 

c-17 

17,052 

35,092 

- 

35,092 

87,236 

kC-135 

6,702 

44,520 

- 

44,520 

95,742 

Transient 

195 

- 

- 

- 

195 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  LFB  =  low  flyby,  LFP  =  low  flight  pattern,  LTO  =  landing  and 
takeoff,  TGO  =  touch  and  go. 

Source:  2008  Mobile  Source  Air  Emissions  Inventory  for  Altus  Air  Force  Base 
(Weston  Solutions,  Inc.  2008). 


Table  D.1-6.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft 
at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2012  Existing  Conditions 


Aircraft 

Number  of  Operations  \ 

LTO 

TGO 

LFB 

LFP 

Total 

c-17 

5,038 

- 

- 

20,734 

25,771 

kC-135 

1,980 

- 

- 

26,304 

28,284 

Transient 

341 

- 

- 

334 

675 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  LFB  =  low  flyby,  LFP  =  low  flight  pattern,  LTO  =  landing  and 
takeoff,  TGO  =  touch  and  go. 

Source:  EIS  Table  2-5. 


Table  D.1-7.  Comparison  of  Annual  Aircraft  LTOs  at 
Altus  AFB  -  2008  and  2012 


Scenario 

Total  LTOs 

Fraction  ol  2008  LTOs  ^  \ 

C-17 

KC-135 

Tranaent 

C-17 

KC-135 

Transient 

2008 

17,052 

6,702 

195 

- 

- 

- 

2012 

Existing 

Conditions 

5,038 

1,980 

341 

0.30 

0.30 

1.75 

^  Applied  to  existing  aircraft  emissions  to  estimate  future  emissions  from  these 


sources. 

Key;  -  =  No  activity,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff. 
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Table  D.1-8.  Year  2008  AGE  Usages  -  Altus  AFB 


Source 

Fuel 

Type 

Hp 

Hrs/Yr 

Load 

Factor 

Annual 

Hp-Hrs 

Average 

Hp 

Manlift 

JP-8 

12.5 

80 

46 

460 

0.02 

Universal  Maint.  Stand 

JP-8 

20.0 

480 

51 

4,896 

0.16 

Jacking  Manifold 

JP-8 

24.0 

85 

51 

1,040 

0.03 

Hydraulic  Test  Stand 

JP-8 

195.0 

53 

51 

5,271 

0.17 

Turbine  Compressors 

JP-8 

200.0 

170 

100 

34,000 

0.56 

Compressors 

JP-8 

9.5 

137 

60 

781 

0.02 

Nitrogen  Carts 

JP-8 

49.0 

574 

51 

14,344 

0.47 

Air  Conditioners 

JP-8 

7.9 

6,496 

28 

14,369 

0.85 

FL-1 D  Light  Carts 

JP-8 

10.2 

1,244 

74 

9,390 

0.21 

Generators 

JP-8 

148.0 

17,471 

74 

1,913,424 

42.88 

Generators 

JP-8 

180.0 

14,000 

74 

1,864,800 

41.79 

Generators 

JP-8 

155.0 

6,000 

74 

688,200 

15.42 

Engine 

JP-8 

6.0 

5,164 

51 

15,802 

0.51 

Burner 

JP-8 

3.1 

8,353 

62 

16,054 

0.43 

Totals 

NA 

NA 

60,307 

NA 

4,582,832 

104 

Key:  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  operations,  Hp  =  horsepower,  Hr  =  hour,  Yr  =  year. 
Source:  (Weston  Solutions,  Inc.  2008). 


Table  D.1-9.  Annual  Average  Nonroad  Emission  Factors  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


HP  Category/ 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Horsepower)  * 

Fuel  Type 

VOC  1 

CO  1 

NOx  1 

SO2 

PMw 

PM  2.5  1 

CO2  1 

CH4  1 

N20 

Year  2008 

Diesel 

1-13  1 

3.03  1 

14.06  1 

0.93  1 

1.00 

1.00  1 

568  1 

0.094  1 

0.007 

Year  2012 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

0.54  1 

3.92  1 

4.58  1 

0.13  1 

0.61 

0.56  1 

608  1 

0.094  1 

0.007 

Year  2016  FTU  or  MOB  1 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

0.38  1 

2.75  1 

3.11  1 

0.12  1 

0.46 

0.42  1 

608  1 

0.094  1 

0.007 

^  Year  2008  data  from  2008  AEI  (Weston  Solutions,  Inc.  2008)  and  assumes 


uncontrolled  factors.  Year  2012/2016  factors  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA 
NONROAD2008a  model  (USEPA  2009)  for  Jackson  County,  Oklahoma. 

Key:  AEI  =  Air  Emissions  Inventory,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide, 

C02  =  carbon  dioxide,  EPA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formal 
Training  Unit,  HP  =  horsepower,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  N2O  =  nitrous 
oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in 
diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur 
dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-10.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations  - 

Altus  AFB  Scenarios 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

voc 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

P/W2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

CO2C 

Year  2008 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

87.74 

794.00 

2,745.60 

232.00 

686.68 

686.68 

425,379 

11.77 

13.23 

429,726 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

13.10 

525.00 

713.00 

121.00 

176.00 

176.00 

221 ,857 

6.14 

6.90 

224,125 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.79 

2.90 

1.80 

0.18 

0.44 

0.44 

330 

0.01 

0.01 

333 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

10.90 

120.00 

35.40 

9.40 

54.10 

54.10 

17,235 

0.48 

0.54 

17,411 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

4.30 

126.00 

25.20 

8.70 

42.50 

42.50 

15,952 

0.44 

0.50 

16,115 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

5.70 

15.30 

71.00 

4.70 

5.04 

5.00 

15,753 

2.61 

0.19 

15,865 

Subtotal  -  Year  2008 

122.53 

1,583.20 

3,592.00 

375.98 

964.76 

964.72 

696,505 

21.45 

21.35 

703,575 

Year  2012 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

25.92 

234.56 

811.10 

68.54 

202.86 

202.86 

125,665 

3.48 

3.91 

126,950 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

3.87 

155.10 

210.64 

35.75 

52.00 

52.00 

65,544 

1.81 

2.04 

66,214 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

1.38 

5.07 

3.15 

0.31 

0.77 

0.77 

577 

0.02 

0.02 

583 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  ® 

0.84 

6.08 

7.11 

0.20 

0.94 

0.86 

5,181 

0.80 

0.06 

5,215 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

32.01 

400.82 

1,032.00 

104.80 

256.57 

256.49 

196,967 

6.11 

6.02 

198,962 

FTU  or  MOB  1  Scenario 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

25.92 

234.56 

811.10 

68.54 

202.86 

202.86 

125,665 

3.48 

3.91 

126,950 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

3.87 

155.10 

210.64 

35.75 

52.00 

52.00 

65,544 

1.81 

2.04 

66,214 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

1.38 

5.07 

3.15 

0.31 

0.77 

0.77 

577 

0.02 

0.02 

583 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.59 

4.27 

4.83 

0.19 

0.71 

0.65 

5,181 

0.80 

0.06 

5,215 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

31.76 

399.00 

1,029.72 

104.79 

256.34 

256.27 

196,968 

6.11 

6.02 

198,962 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butad¬ 

iene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichioro- 

propane 

Year  2008 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.318 

- 

0.675 

- 

0.025 

- 

0.122 

0.018 

0.067 

0.167 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.170 

- 

- 

0.020 

0.264 

0.107 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.002 

0.002 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

0.040 

- 

0.084 

- 

0.003 

- 

0.015 

0.002 

0.008 

0.021 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

0.040 

- 

0.084 

- 

0.003 

- 

0.015 

0.002 

0.008 

0.021 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.014 

0.002 

0.060 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2008 

0.413 

0.004 

1.076 

0.009 

0.031 

0.020 

0.416 

0.129 

0.084 

0.209 

Year  2012 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.094 

- 

0.199 

- 

0.007 

- 

0.036 

0.005 

0.020 

0.049 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.050 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.078 

0.032 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.003 

0.004 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  ^ 

0.002 

0.000 

0.009 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

0.099 

0.004 

0.264 

0.001 

0.007 

0.006 

0.114 

0.037 

0.020 

0.049 

FTU  or  MOB  1  Scenario 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.094 

- 

0.199 

- 

0.007 

- 

0.036 

0.005 

0.020 

0.049 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.050 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.078 

0.032 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.003 

0.004 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.001 

0.000 

0.006 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

0.099 

0.004 

0.262 

0.001 

0.007 

0.006 

0.114 

0.037 

0.020 

0.049 
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Table  D.1-10.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations  - 
Altus  AFB  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methyl¬ 

ene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

Year  2008 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.665 

0.270 

0.075 

7.574 

- 

- 

0.430 

- 

0.063 

0.100 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.631 

0.047 

6.905 

- 

- 

7.108 

- 

0.199 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.012 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

0.083 

0.034 

0.009 

0.941 

- 

- 

0.053 

- 

0.008 

0.012 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

0.083 

0.034 

0.009 

0.941 

- 

- 

0.053 

- 

0.008 

0.012 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.018 

0.027 

0.009 

- 

- 

0.140 

0.001 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2008 

0.831 

0.967 

0.159 

16.400 

0.009 

- 

7.645 

0.140 

0.280 

0.125 

Year  2012 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.197 

0.080 

0.022 

2.237 

- 

- 

0.127 

- 

0.019 

0.030 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.186 

0.014 

2.040 

- 

- 

2.100 

- 

0.059 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.021 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  ® 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.004 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.021 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

0.197 

0.266 

0.039 

4.302 

0.001 

- 

2.227 

0.021 

0.079 

0.030 

FTU  or  MOB  1  Scenario 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.197 

0.080 

0.022 

2.237 

- 

- 

0.127 

- 

0.019 

0.030 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.186 

0.014 

2.040 

- 

- 

2.100 

- 

0.059 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.021 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.003 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.014 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

0.197 

0.266 

0.038 

4.301 

0.001 

- 

2.227 

0.014 

0.079 

0.030 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

POM 

Propional- 

dehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

o-Xylene 

Year  2008 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.041 

0.232 

- 

0.310 

0.016 

- 

0.123 

0.026 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.101 

- 

0.170 

0.702 

0.058 

0.497 

0.145 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

0.005 

0.029 

- 

0.038 

0.002 

- 

0.015 

0.003 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.005 

0.029 

- 

0.038 

0.002 

- 

0.015 

0.003 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.002 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.070 

- 

- 

- 

0.065 

Subtotal  -  Year  2008 

0.002 

0.002 

0.154 

0.290 

0.170 

1.161 

0.078 

0.497 

0.298 

0.099 

Year  2012 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.012 

0.069 

- 

0.092 

0.005 

- 

0.036 

0.008 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.030 

- 

0.050 

0.207 

0.017 

0.147 

0.043 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  ^ 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.010 

- 

- 

- 

0.010 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

0.000 

0.000 

0.043 

0.069 

0.050 

0.312 

0.022 

0.147 

0.079 

0.019 

FTU  or  MOB  1  Scenario 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.012 

0.069 

- 

0.092 

0.005 

- 

0.036 

0.008 

KC-1 35  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.030 

- 

0.050 

0.207 

0.017 

0.147 

0.043 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

- 

0.007 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

0.000 

0.000 

0.043 

0.069 

0.050 

0.309 

0.022 

0.147 

0.079 

0.016 

=  2008  AGE  emissions  *  201 2  totai  LTOs  /  2008  totai  LTOs  *  201 2/2008  Nonroad  EFs. 

=  2012  AGE  emissions  *  2016/2012  Nonroad  EFs. 

Key:-  =  =  No  activity,  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide, 
0026  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  EF  =  emission  factors,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  Flp  =  horsepower,  LTO  =  landing  and 
takeoff,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than 
10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-11.  Existing  Aircraft  On-Wing  Engine  Testing  Activity  Data 

for  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Tests' 

Year 

#  of 

Engines 

Duration 

(Minutes) 

Engine  Setting/ Annual  Engine  Hours 

Idle  1  Approach  \  Intermediate  \  Takeoff 

C-17^ 

Leak  Checks 

416 

1 

30 

208.0 

- 

- 

- 

System  Component  Checks 

520 

1 

5 

43.3 

- 

- 

- 

Hydraulic  Systems  Checks 

48 

1 

7 

5.6 

- 

- 

- 

Starter  Ops  Checks 

12 

1 

25 

5.0 

- 

- 

- 

Engine  Replacements 

8 

1 

30 

4.0 

- 

- 

- 

Engine  De-Ice 

24 

2 

17 

12.0 

1.6 

- 

- 

stall  Check 

26 

2 

31 

23.5 

1.7 

1.9 

Electrical  Systems  Check 

312 

2 

18 

145.6 

- 

41.6 

- 

Electrical  Systems  Check 

312 

4 

6 

114.4 

- 

- 

- 

Oil  &  Fuel  Pressure  Check 

12 

2 

22 

6.0 

- 

0.8 

2.0 

Pressurization  Malfunction  Checks 

6 

2 

45 

3.0 

6.0 

- 

- 

Leak  Checks  for  ISO 

52 

4 

30 

104.0 

- 

- 

- 

Water  Washes 

26 

4 

10 

17.3 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Time  In  Modes  (TIMs)  -  C-17 

692 

9 

42 

4 

KC-135  ® 

Leak  Checks/Troubleshooting 

250 

1 

15 

62.4 

- 

- 

- 

Leak  Checks/Trpubleshootinq 

62 

2 

15 

31.2 

- 

- 

- 

Leak  Checks/Troubleshooting 

312 

4 

15 

312.0 

- 

- 

- 

Fuel  Transfer 

187 

1 

40 

124.8 

- 

- 

- 

Fuel  Transfer 

21 

2 

40 

27.7 

- 

- 

- 

Troubleshooting  -  High  Power 

104 

2 

40 

69.3 

17.3 

17.3 

34.7 

Troubleshooting  -  High  Power 

104 

4 

15 

104.0 

- 

- 

- 

Engine  Trims 

11 

2 

40 

7.2 

1.8 

1.8 

3.6 

Engine  Trims 

1 

4 

10 

0.8 

- 

- 

- 

ISO  Runs 

23 

2 

20 

7.7 

7.7 

ISO  Runs 

23 

4 

15 

23.0 

- 

- 

- 

Backline  Runs 

23 

2 

3 

1.2 

- 

- 

1.2 

Backline  Runs 

23 

4 

66 

99.7 

1.5 

- 

- 

Post  ISO  Runs 

23 

2 

40 

15.3 

- 

- 

15.3 

Post  ISO  Runs 

23 

4 

15 

23.0 

- 

- 

- 

Total  TIMs- KC-135 

909 

28 

19 

55 

®  Source  is  SAIC  2013c.  Existing  C-17/KC-135  scenario  based  upon  17/23  aircraft. 
Key:-  =  No  activity,  #  =  number,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  TiM  =  Time  in  Mode. 


Table  D.1-12.  KC-46A  Aircraft  On-Wing  Engine  Testing  Activity  Data 
for  Altus  AFB  -  KC-46A  Proposed  Scenarios 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Tests' 

#of  Engines 

Duration 

Engine  Setting/Annual  Engine  Hours 

Year 

(Minutes) 

Idle 

Approach 

Intermediate 

Takeoff 

KC-46A  -  FTU  ^ 

Leak  Checks/Trcubleshccting 

624 

2 

45 

936.0 

- 

- 

- 

Fuel  Transfer 

208 

1 

80 

277.3 

- 

- 

- 

Troubleshooting  •  High  Power 

104 

2 

55 

121.3 

17.3 

17.3 

34.7 

Engine  Trims 

12 

2 

50 

12.0 

2.0 

2.0 

4.0 

ISO  Runs 

8 

2 

35 

6.7 

2.7 

- 

- 

Total  TIMs- KC-46A  FTU 

1,353 

22 

19 

39 

KC-46A-MOB  1“ 

Leak  Checks/Trcubleshccting 

624 

2 

45 

936.0 

- 

- 

- 

Fuel  Transfer 

208 

1 

80 

277.3 

- 

- 

- 

Troubleshooting  -  High  Power 

104 

2 

55 

121.3 

17.3 

17.3 

34.7 

Engine  Trims 

12 

2 

50 

12.0 

2.0 

2.0 

4.0 

ISO  Runs 

36 

2 

35 

30.0 

12.0 

Total  TIMs  -  KC-46A  MOB  1 

1,377 

31 

19 

39 

®  Source  is  SAiC  2013c 
*  Source  is  SAiC  201 3f 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  #  =  number,  APU  =  auxiliary  power  unit,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main 
Operating  Base,  TIM  =  Time  in  Mode. 
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Table  D.1-13.  Aircraft  Emission  Factors  by  Engine  Setting  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Project  Alternatives 


Engine/Setting 

Fuel  Flow 

Emission  Factors  (pounds/1000  pounds  Fuel)  ^  I 

(pounds/hour) 

VOC 

CO 

WOx 

1  SO2 

PM, 2 

PM  2.5 

CO2  1 

\f117-PW-100^ 

Idle 

978 

0.43 

22.70 

3.76 

1.06 

10.67 

10.67 

3,216 

Approach 

4,645 

0.06 

0.51 

15.49 

1.06 

5.53 

5.53 

3,216 

Intermediate 

10,408 

0.05 

0.32 

32.72 

1.06 

2.31 

2.31 

3,216 

Military 

14,111 

0.13 

0.38 

34.23 

1.06 

0.12 

0.12 

3,216 

\CFM 56-28-1  ^  1 

Idle 

1,014 

2.10 

30.70 

4.00 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3,216 

Approach 

2,463 

0.09 

4.20 

8.20 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3,216 

Intermediate 

6,486 

0.06 

0.09 

16.00 

1.06 

0.05 

0.05 

3,216 

Military 

7,801 

0.05 

0.09 

18.50 

1.06 

0.07 

0.07 

3,216 

\P&W4062^  1 

Idle 

1,663 

12.49 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.10 

3,216 

Approach 

5,702 

0.10 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

3,216 

Intermediate 

16,870 

0.08 

0.50 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

3,216 

Military 

21,622 

0.09 

0.61 

34.36 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

3,216 

1 KC-46A  APU  -  Honeywell  331-400C  I 

1  Pounds  per  Hour 

0.04 

0.33 

6.72 

0.56 

0.05 

0.04 

1 ,373 

®  Data  are  for  1  engine.  The  C-17/KC-135/KC-46A  have  4/4/2  engines. 

*  Data  from  Air  Emissions  Factor  Guide  to  Air  Force  Mobiie  Sources  (AFCEC  2013),  except  miiitary  data  for  the 


FI  1 7  engine  from  (AFCEE  2009). 

iCAO  Engine  Exhaust  Emissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  (ICAO  2013) 

Source  is  Boeing  2013a. 

Key;  -  =  No  activity,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide, 
VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.1-14.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Existing  Aircraft 
On- Wing  Engine  Testing  Activities  for  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

VOC 

CO 

NO„ 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

COse 

_ 1 

Idie 

0.14 

7.68 

1.27 

0.36 

3.61 

3.61 

1,088 

0.030 

0.034 

1,099 

Approach 

0.00 

0.01 

0.34 

0.02 

0.12 

0.12 

70 

0.002 

0.002 

70 

Intermediate 

0.01 

0.07 

7.22 

0.23 

0.51 

0.51 

710 

0.020 

0.022 

717 

Military 

0.00 

0.01 

0.94 

0.03 

0.00 

0.00 

89 

0.002 

0.003 

90 

Subtotal  C-17 

0.16 

7.77 

9.77 

0.64 

4.24 

4.24 

1,956 

0.05 

0.06 

1,976 

\KC-135  1 

Idle 

0.97 

14.15 

1.84 

0.49 

0.03 

0.03 

1,482 

0.041 

0.046 

1,497 

Approach 

0.00 

0.15 

0.29 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

112 

0.003 

0.003 

113 

Intermediate 

0.00 

0.01 

0.99 

0.07 

0.00 

0.00 

200 

0.006 

0.006 

202 

Military 

0.01 

0.02 

3.95 

0.23 

0.01 

0.01 

687 

0.019 

0.021 

694 

Subtotal  KC-135 

0.99 

14.32 

7.07 

0.82 

0.05 

0.05 

2,481 

0.07 

0.08 

2,506 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

1.15 

22.09 

16.84 

1.46 

4.29 

4.29 

4,437 

0.12 

0.14 

4,482 
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Table  D.1-14.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Existing  Aircraft 
On- Wing  Engine  Testing  Activities  for  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2012  (Continued) 


Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloroform 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

C-17 

Idle 

0.004 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

Approach 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Military 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  C-17 

0.00 

- 

0.01 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

KC-135 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

Approach 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Military 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

0.00 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

C-17  NR  Only  NR  Only 

Idle 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

0.080 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Approach 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  C-17 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.08 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

KC-135  NR  Only  NR  Only 

Idle 

- 

0.003 

0.000 

0.044 

- 

- 

0.031 

- 

0.001 

- 

Approach 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.05 

- 

- 

0.04 

- 

0.00 

- 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.13 

- 

- 

0.04 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

POM 

Propio- 

naldehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetrachlor- 
oethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,  1,1- 
Trichloro- 
ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

0-Xylene 

C-17  NR  Only  NR  Only 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  C-17 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

KC-135  NR  Only  NR  Only 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.001 

0.004 

0.000 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Key:-  =  No  activity,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  CH4  =  methane,  hr  =  hour, 
ICAO  =  International  Civil  Aviation  Organization,  lb  =  pound,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate 
matter  less  than  1 0  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide, 

VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-15.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Aircraft  On-Wing  Engine  Testing  Activities 
for  Altus  AFB  -  KC-46A  Proposed  Scenarios 


Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annual  Emisaons  -  Tons  \ 

voc 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

CO2O 

\KC-46A’FTU 

Idle 

14.06 

47.95 

4.25 

1.19 

0.12 

0.11 

3,619 

0.10 

0.11 

3,656 

Approach 

0.01 

0.12 

0.76 

0.07 

0.00 

0.00 

202 

0.01 

0.01 

204 

Intermediate 

0.01 

0.08 

4.24 

0.17 

0.01 

0.01 

524 

0.01 

0.02 

530 

Military 

0.04 

0.25 

14.36 

0.44 

0.03 

0.03 

1,344 

0.04 

0.04 

1,358 

APU 

0.03 

0.24 

4.82 

0.40 

0.03 

0.03 

984 

0.03 

0.03 

994 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

14.14 

48.41 

23.62 

1.88 

0.17 

0.15 

5,690 

0.16 

0.18 

5,748 

\KC-46A-M0B1 

Idle 

14.30 

48.78 

4.33 

1.21 

0.13 

0.11 

3,682 

0.10 

0.11 

3,719 

Approach 

0.01 

0.17 

1.09 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

287 

0.01 

0.01 

290 

Intermediate 

0.01 

0.08 

4.24 

0.17 

0.01 

0.01 

524 

0.01 

0.02 

530 

Military 

0.04 

0.25 

14.36 

0.44 

0.03 

0.03 

1,344 

0.04 

0.04 

1,358 

APU 

0.03 

0.24 

4.93 

0.41 

0.03 

0.03 

1,006 

0.03 

0.03 

1,017 

Subtotal  KC-46A  MOB  1 

14.39 

49.54 

28.94 

2.34 

0.19 

6,844 

0.19 

6,914 

Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  \ 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 
m  ethane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

\KC-46A’FTU  I 

Idle 

0.347 

0.238 

0.239 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

APU 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

0.61 

0.35 

0.24 

0.24 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

\KC-46A-M0B1  I 

Idle 

0.616 

0.353 

0.243 

0.243 

. 

- 

- 

. 

Approach 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

■ 

Intermediate 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

■ 

Military 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

■ 

APU 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

■ 

Subtotal  KC-46A  MOB  1 

0.620 

0.356 

0.244 

0.245 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Table  D.1-15.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Aircraft  On-Wing  Engine  Testing  Activities 
for  Altus  AFB  -  KC-46A  Proposed  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formald¬ 

ehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

KC-46A  -  FTU  NR  Only  NR  Only 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.025 

1.745 

- 

- 

- 

0.077 

0.103 

Approach 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Military 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.005 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

APU 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.004 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

0.02 

1.75 

- 

0.26 

- 

- 

0.08 

0.10 

KC-46A  -  MOB  1 

Idle 

- 

■ 

0.025 

1.775 

- 

0.260 

- 

0.105 

Approach 

- 

■ 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

Intermediate 

- 

■ 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

Military 

- 

■ 

0.000 

0.005 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

APU 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.004 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  MOB  1 

- 

- 

1.787 

- 

0.262 

- 

- 

0.105 

Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

o-Xylene 

KC-46A  -  FTU  NR  Only  NR  Only 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.044 

- 

- 

0.091 

- 

- 

0.040 

0.024 

Approach 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Military 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

APU 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

0.04 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.04 

KC-46A  -  MOB  1 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.045 

- 

- 

0.093 

- 

0.041 

0.024 

Approach 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Intermediate 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Military 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

APU 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  MOB  1 

- 

- 

0.045 

- 

- 

0.093 

- 

- 

0.041 

0.024 

Key:-  =  No  activity,  APU  =  auxiiiary  power  unit,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  0020  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivaient,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 
PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.1-16.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Landings  and  Take-offs  at  Altus  AFB  - 

KC-46A  Proposed  Scenarios 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations' 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per 
Operation  (Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annual  Hours 

Idle  1  Approach  \  Cllmbout  \  Takeoff 

Idle  1  Approach  \  Cllmbout  \  Takeoff 

\ftu‘  I 

LTO 

1,827 

All 

5.2 

1.6 

0.7 

1,452 

158 

49 

21 

Total  TIMS  -  KC-46A  FTU  LTOs 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1,452 

158 

49 

21 

MOB  1  * 

1 

LTO 

2,815 

All 

5.2 

1.6 

0.7 

2,238 

244 

75 

33 

Total  TIMS  -  KC-46A  MOB  1  LTOs 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2,238 

244 

75 

33 

®  EIS  Table  2-5  and  SAIC  201 3k. 

EIS  Table  2-8  and  SAIC  20131. 

Key:  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  TIM  =  Time  in  Mode. 
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Table  D.1-17.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  Altus  AFB  - 

KC-46A  Proposed  Scenarios 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations/ 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per 
Operation  (Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annual  Hours 

55% 

1  60% 

Climbout 

1  Takeoff 

55% 

1  60% 

Climbout 

1  Takeoff  \ 

|Fru“  1 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to  Overhead 

9,419 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

1,884 

314 

- 

157 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

6,740 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

562 

225 

- 

112 

Closed  Pattern  -  Taotical 

2,494 

8.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

333 

83 

83 

42 

iTotal  TIMS- KC-46A  FTU  I 

2,778 

622 

83 

311 

\mobi^  I 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to  Overhead 

6,415 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

1,283 

214 

- 

107 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

4,357 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

363 

145 

- 

73 

Closed  Pattern  -  Taotical 

3,023 

8.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

403 

101 

101 

50 

iTotal  TIMS  -  KC-46A  MOB  1  I 

2,049 

460 

101 

230 

^  EIS  Table  2-5  and  SAIC  2013k.  Closed  Pattern  -  Tactical  ops  reduced  by  7.5%  to  reflect  amount  of  time  above  3,000  feet  AGL. 

EIS  Table  2-8  and  SAIC  201 3I.  Closed  Pattern  -  Tactical  ops  reduced  by  7.5%  to  reflect  amount  of  time  above  3,000  feet  AGL 
Key:-  =  No  activity,  %  =  percent,  AGL  =  above  ground  level,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base, 
ops  =  operations,  TIM  =  Time  In  Mode,  VFR  =  visual  flight  rules. 


Table  D.1-18.  APU  Usage  per  LTO  for  the  KC-46A  Aircraft 


1  Equipment  Type/Mode 

Hours/Mode  | 

\APU  1 

Pre-Flight  -  OBIGGS  +  Electric  +  Maximum  ECS 

1.50 

Pre-Flight  -  Main  Engine  Start  +  Electric 

0.03 

Post-Flight  -  Electric  -i-  Minimum  ECS 

0.58 

Total  Hours  per  LTO 

2.12 

Key:  APU  =  auxiliary  power  unit,  ECS  =  Environmental  Control 
System,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  OBIGGS  =  On-Board  Inert  Gas 
Generation  System 
Source:  Boeing  2013a. 


Table  D.1-19.  Emissions  Factors  by  Engine  Setting  for  the  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Engine/Setting 

Fuel  Flow 

Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)^  I 

(Ibs/hr) 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

I  PM,o 

PNI2.5 

CO2  I 

\  P&W  4062^  1 

Idle  (7%) 

1,663 

12.49 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.10 

3,216 

Approach  (30%) 

5,702 

0.10 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

3,216 

Climbout  (85%) 

16,870 

0.08 

0.50 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

3,216 

Take-off  (100%) 

21,622 

0.09 

0.61 

34.36 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

3,216 

\aPU-  Honeywell  331-400C  I 

I  Pounds  per  Hour  | 

1 

I  0.04  I 

1  0.33  1 

I  6.72  I 

I  0.56  I 

1  0.05  1 

I  0.04 1 

1  1,373  1 

®  Data  are  for  1  engine  -  the  KC-46A  has  2  engines. 

ICAO  Engine  Exhaust  Emissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  (ICAO  2013). 

Source  Is  Boeing  2013a. 

Key:%  =  percent,  APU  =  auxiliary  power  unit,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  hr  =  hour, 

ICAO  =  International  Civil  Aviation  Organization,  lbs  =  pounds,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  P&W  =  Pratt  &  Whitney, 
PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  In  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  In 
diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.1-20.  Interpolated  Emissions  Factors  by  Engine  Setting 
for  the  KC-46A  Aircraft  -  Closed  Patterns 


Engine/N  Setting  from 

Fuel  Flow 

Emission  Factors  (Pound^lOOO  Pounds  Fuel)  | 

Noise 

(Ibs'hr) 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

CO2  I 

\P&W4062  1 

55% 

10,778 

0.09 

1.28 

18.45 

1.06 

0.06 

0.05 

3,216 

60% 

11,794 

0.09 

1.15 

19.70 

1.06 

0.06 

0.05 

3,216 

Key:%  =  percent,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  hr  =  hour,  lbs  =  pounds,  NOx  =  nitrogen 
oxides,  P&W  =  Pratt  &  Whitney,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  In  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate 
matter  less  than  2.5  microns  In  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-21.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  KC-46A  Operations  at  Altus  AFB  - 

Year  2016 


Scenario/Operation/Engine 

Setting 

1  Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

voc 

CO 

wo. 

SO2 

PM„ 

PMj.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

COje 

\FTU/LTOs 

Idle 

30.16 

102.91 

9.13 

2.56 

0.27 

0.24 

7,767 

0.21 

0.24 

7,846 

Approach 

0.09 

1.74 

10.99 

0.96 

0.05 

0.04 

2,903 

0.08 

0.09 

2,933 

Clirrbout 

0.07 

0.41 

21.35 

0.87 

0.06 

0.05 

2,642 

0.07 

0.08 

2,669 

Take-off 

0.04 

0.28 

15.83 

0.49 

0.04 

0.03 

1,482 

0.04 

0.05 

1,497 

APU 

0.08 

0.65 

12.99 

1.09 

0.09 

0.08 

2,654 

0.07 

0.08 

2,681 

Subtotal  FTU  LTOs 

30.45 

105.99 

70.28 

5.96 

0.50 

0.44 

17,448 

0.48 

0.54 

17,626 

1  FTU/Closed  Patterns  \ 

55% 

2.79 

38.33 

552.35 

31.74 

1.77 

1.47 

96,293 

2.66 

2.99 

97,278 

60% 

0.67 

8.43 

144.48 

7.77 

0.45 

0.37 

23,582 

0.65 

0.73 

23,823 

Clirrbout 

0.11 

0.70 

36.43 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

4,510 

0.12 

0.14 

4,556 

Take-off 

0.62 

4.10 

230.96 

7.13 

0.54 

0.47 

21,617 

0.60 

0.67 

21 ,838 

Subtotal  FTU  Closed 
Patterns 

4.18 

51.56 

964.22 

48.12 

2.85 

2.40 

146,003 

4.04 

4.54 

147,495 

Total  FTU  Operations 

34.63 

157.55 

1,034.50 

54.09 

3.35 

2.84 

163,451 

4.52 

5.08 

165,121 

\MOB1/LTOs 

Idle 

46.49 

158.60 

14.07 

3.95 

0.41 

0.37 

1 1 ,970 

0.33 

0.37 

12,093 

Approach 

0.14 

2.69 

16.93 

1.47 

0.07 

0.06 

4,474 

0.12 

0.14 

4,520 

Climbout 

0.10 

0.63 

32.90 

1.34 

0.09 

0.08 

4,073 

0.11 

0.13 

4,114 

Take-off 

0.07 

0.43 

24.40 

0.75 

0.06 

0.05 

2,284 

0.06 

0.07 

2,307 

APU 

0.13 

1.00 

20.02 

1.67 

0.14 

0.13 

4,090 

0.11 

0.13 

4,132 

Subtotal  MOB  1  LTOs 

46.93 

163.35 

108.32 

9.19 

0.76 

0.68 

26,890 

1 

1 

27,165 

\M0B  1/Closed  Patterns  \ 

55% 

2.06 

28.27 

407.43 

23.41 

1.31 

1.08 

71,029 

1.97 

2.21 

71 ,755 

60% 

0.49 

6.24 

106.85 

5.75 

0.33 

0.28 

1 7,440 

0.48 

0.54 

17,619 

Climbout 

0.14 

0.85 

44.16 

1.80 

0.12 

0.10 

5,467 

0.15 

0.17 

5,522 

Take-off 

0.46 

3.03 

170.81 

5.27 

0.40 

0.35 

15,987 

0.44 

0.50 

16,150 

Subtotal  MOB  1  Closed 
Patterns 

3.14 

38.39 

729.24 

36.23 

2.15 

1.81 

109,923 

3.04 

3.42 

111,046 

Total  MOB  1  Operations 

50.07 

201.73 

837.56 

45.42 

2.92 

2.49 

136,813 

3.79 

4.25 

138,212 

Scenario/Operation/Engine 

Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

DIbutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dlchloro- 

propane 

\  FTU/ LTOs  1 

Idle 

1.300 

0.745 

0.512 

0.513 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

0.004 

0.002 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Climbout 

0.003 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

APU 

0.004 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  FTU  LTOs 

1.31 

0.75 

0.52 

0.52 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1  FTU/Closed  Patterns  \ 

55% 

0.120 

0.069 

0.047 

0.047 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

0.029 

0.016 

0.011 

0.011 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Climbout 

0.005 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

0.027 

0.015 

0.010 

0.011 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  FTU  Closed 
Patterns 

0.180 

0.103 

0.071 

0.071 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  FTU  Operations 

1.49 

0.86 

0.59 

0.59 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

\M  OBI /LTOs 

Idle 

2.003 

1.148 

0.788 

0.791 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

0.006 

0.004 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Climbout 

0.004 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

0.003 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

APU 

0.006 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  MOB  1  LTOs 

2.02 

1.16 

0.80 

0.80 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1  MOB  1 /Closed  Patterns  \ 

55% 

0.089 

0.051 

0.035 

0.035 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

0.021 

0.012 

0.008 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Climbout 

0.006 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

0.020 

0.011 

0.008 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  MOB  1  Closed 
Patterns 

0.135 

0.078 

0.053 

0.053 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  MOB  1  Operations 

2.16 

1.24 

0.85 

0.85 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Final 


D-15 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-21.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  KC-46A  Operations  at  Altus  AFB  - 

Year  2016  (Continued) 


Scenario/Operation/Engine 

Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde’ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphtha¬ 

lene 

Phenol 

\ftu/ltos  I 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.053 

3.745 

- 

0.549 

- 

- 

0.165 

0.221 

Approach 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.012 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Cl  I  m  bout 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.008 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.005 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

APU 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.010 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

Subtotal  FTU  LTOs 

- 

- 

0.05 

3.78 

- 

0.55 

- 

- 

0.17 

0.22 

1  FTU/Closed  Patterns  \ 

55% 

- 

- 

0.005 

0.346 

- 

0.051 

- 

- 

0.015 

0.020 

60% 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.083 

- 

0.012 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.005 

Cl  I  m  bout 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.014 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.077 

- 

0.011 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.005 

Subtotal  FTU  Closed 
Patterns 

- 

- 

0.007 

0.519 

- 

0.076 

- 

- 

0.023 

0.031 

Total  FTU  Operations 

- 

- 

0.06 

4.30 

- 

0.63 

- 

- 

0.19 

0.25 

\mobi/lto$  I 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.082 

5.771 

- 

0.846 

- 

- 

0.254 

0.341 

Approach 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.018 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Climbout 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.013 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.008 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

APU 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.016 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Subtotal  MOB  1  LTOs 

- 

- 

0.08 

5.83 

- 

0.85 

- 

- 

0.26 

0.34 

1  MOB  1/Clo$ed  Patterns  \ 

55% 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.255 

- 

0.037 

- 

- 

0.011 

0.015 

60% 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.061 

- 

0.009 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.004 

Climbout 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.017 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.057 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.003 

Subtotal  MOB  1  Closed 
Patterns 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.390 

- 

0.057 

- 

- 

0.017 

0.023 

Total  MOB  1  Operations 

- 

- 

0.09 

6.22 

- 

0.91 

- 

- 

0.27 

0.37 

Scenario/Operation/Engine 

Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

POM 

Propion- 

aldehyde 

styrene 

7, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1, 1, 1- 
Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

o-Xylene 

\ftu/ltos  I 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.094 

- 

- 

0.195 

- 

- 

0.086 

0.051 

Approach 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Climbout 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

APU 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  FTU  LTOs 

- 

- 

0.10 

- 

- 

0.20 

- 

- 

0.09 

0.05 

1  FTU/Closed  Patterns  \ 

55% 

- 

- 

0.009 

- 

- 

0.018 

- 

- 

0.008 

0.005 

60% 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

Climbout 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

Subtotal  FTU  Closed 
Patterns 

- 

- 

0.013 

- 

- 

0.027 

- 

- 

0.012 

0.007 

Total  FTU  Operations 

- 

- 

0.11 

- 

- 

0.22 

- 

- 

0.10 

0.06 

\mOB1/LTOs  I 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.145 

- 

- 

0.301 

- 

- 

0.132 

0.078 

Approach 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Climbout 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

APU 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  MOB  1  LTOs 

- 

- 

0.15 

- 

- 

0.30 

- 

- 

0.13 

0.08 

1  MOB  1/Closed  Patterns  \ 

55% 

- 

- 

0.006 

- 

- 

0.013 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.003 

60% 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Climbout 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Subtotal  MOB  1  Closed 
Patterns 

- 

- 

0.010 

- 

- 

0.020 

- 

- 

0.009 

0.005 

Total  MOB  1  Operations 

- 

- 

0.16 

- 

- 

0.32 

- 

- 

0.14 

0.08 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  %  =  percent,  APU  =  auxiliary  power  unit,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon 
dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating 
Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than 
2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-22.  Annual  Aircraft  LTOs  at  Altus  AFB  -  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  LTOs  | 

2008 

2012 

FTU 

MOB  1 

C-17 

17,052 

5,038 

5,038 

5,038 

KC-135 

6,702 

1,980 

1,980 

1,980 

Transient 

195 

341 

341 

341 

KC-46A 

1,827 

2,815 

Total  LTOs 

25,957 

9,371 

9,185 

10,174 

Key:  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  MOB  1  =  First  Main 
Operating  Base. 


Table  D.1-23.  Annual  Nonroad  Emission  Factors  -  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


HP  Category/ 

Emission  Factors  (Gram^Horsepower)®  I 

Fuel  Type 

VOC  1 

CO  1 

NO,  1 

SO2  1 

PMio  1 

PM  2.5  1 

CO2  1 

\  Year  2008  I 

I  Diesel 

1.13  1 

3.03  1 

14.06  1 

0.93  1 

1.00  1 

1.00  1 

562  1 

\  Year  2012  \ 

1  100-175  HP  Diesel  I 

0.54  1 

3.92  1 

4.58  1 

0.13  1 

0.61  1 

0.56  1 

608  1 

1  Year  2016  FTU  or  MOB  1  \ 

1  100-175  HP  Diesel  I 

0.38  1 

2.75  1 

3.11  1 

0.12  1 

0.46  1 

0.42  1 

608  1 

^  Year  2008  data  from  2008  AEI  (Weston  Solutions,  Inc.  2008),  which  assume  uncontrolled  factors.  Year 


2012/2016  factors  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  ERA  NONROAD2008a  model  (USEPA  2009)  for  Jackson 
County,  OK. 

Key:  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  ERA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formal 
Training  Unit,  FIR  =  horsepower,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  OK  =  Oklahoma, 
PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in 
diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-24.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  AGE  Usages  -  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario/Source 

Annuai  Emissions -Tons 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM  to 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N2O 

CO  2  c 

Year  2008 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

5.70 

15.30 

71.00 

4.70 

5.04 

5.00 

15,753 

2.61 

0.19 

15,865 

Subtotal  •  Year  2008 

5.70 

15.30 

71.00 

4.70 

5.04 

5.00 

15,753 

2.61 

0.19 

15,865 

Year  2016  ■  FTU  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

0.13 

0.98 

1.11 

0.04 

0.16 

0.15 

1,199 

0.19 

0.00 

1,203 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

0.13 

0.98 

1.11 

0.04 

0.16 

0.15 

1,199 

0.19 

0.00 

1,203 

Year  2016  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

0.21 

1.51 

1.70 

0.07 

0.25 

0.23 

1,848 

0.29 

0.00 

1,854 

Subtotal  •  MOB  1  Scenario 

0.21 

1.51 

1.70 

0.07 

0.25 

0.23 

1,848 

0.29 

0.00 

1,854 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra- 

chioride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

DIbutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dlchloro- 

propane 

Year  2008 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.014 

0.002 

0.060 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  •  Year  2008 

0.01 

0.00 

0.06 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  -  FTU  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  •  MOB  1  Scenario 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions -Tons 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyi- 

benzene 

Formaide- 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanoi 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphtha¬ 

lene 

Phenol 

Year  2008 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.018 

0.027 

0.009 

- 

- 

0.140 

0.001 

- 

Subtotal  •  Year  2008 

- 

- 

0.02 

0.03 

0.01 

- 

- 

0.14 

0.00 

- 

Year  2016  -  FTU  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  •  FTU  Scenario 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

Year  2016  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.005 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  •  MOB  1  Scenario 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions -Tons 

POM 

Propional- 

dehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chioro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chioro- 

ethene 

Toiuene 

1,1, 1- 
Trichloro- 
ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

o-Xylene 

Year  2008 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.002 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.070 

- 

- 

- 

0.065 

Subtotal  •  Year  2008 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.07 

- 

- 

- 

0.07 

Year  2016  -  FTU  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

Subtotal  •  FTU  Scenario 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

Year  2016  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

Subtotal  •  MOB  1  Scenario 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

2008  AGE  emissions  *  201 6  KC-46A  LTOs  /  2008  total  LTOs  *  201 6/2008  Nonroad  EFs. 

Key;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 

EF  =  emission  factors,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen 
oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-25.  Annual  VMT  for  GMVs  by  Vehicle  Class  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Vehicle  Class 

Annual  VMT  I 

2008 

Year  2012 

Year  2016  FTU 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

LDGV 

49,865 

47,999 

55,561 

71,593 

LDGT1 

51,039 

49,129 

56,869 

73,279 

LDGT2 

1,140 

1,097 

1,270 

1,637 

HDGV 

5,178 

4,984 

5,769 

7,434 

LDDT 

2,817 

2,712 

3,139 

4,044 

HDDV 

206,933 

199,190 

230,571 

297,103 

Totals 

316,972 

305,111 

353,180 

455,091 

^  Future  year  estimates  based  on  ratio  of  future  year/2008  Aitus  AFB  worker  popuiations. 


Key;  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  GMV  =  government  motor  vehicle,  HDDV  =  heavy 
duty  diesel  vehicle,  FIDGV  =  heavy  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  LDDT  =  light  duty  diesel  truck,  LDGT  =  light  duty 
gasoline  truck,  LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  VMT  =  vehicle  miles 
traveled. 


Table  D.1-26.  Annual  Worker  Population  at  Altus  AFB  -  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #  of 
Worker^ 

Fraction  of  2008 

Scenario  Total 
Workers  minus  2008 
Total  Workers 

Fraction  of  2008 

Year  2008 

4,062 

1.00 

4,062 

1.00 

Year  2012 

3,910 

0.96 

(152) 

(0.04) 

Year  2016  FTU 

4,526 

1.114 

464 

0.11 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

5,832 

1.436 

1,770 

0.44 

^  For  year  2008,  #  of  personnel  obtained  from  2008  Altus  AFB  Economic  Impacts  Statement  (Aitus  AFB 


Comptroller  Squadron  2008)  and  EIS  Tables  2-4  and  2-7  for  all  other  scenarios. 

Key:#  =  number,  ( )  =  parenthesis  indicate  negative  numbers,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  FTU  =  Formal  Training 
Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base. 


Table  D.1-27.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Vehicle  Emission  Factors  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario/ 

Emission  Factors  (Grams^Mlle)^  | 

Vehicie  Ciass 

VOC 

CO 

WOx 

SO2 

1  PMw 

PM2.S 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2  ®  1 

\  Year  2008  \ 

LDGV 

0.40 

6.20 

0.40 

0.07 

0.71 

0.20 

368 

0.001 

0.0002 

368 

LDGT1 

0.50 

8.90 

0.70 

0.10 

1.08 

0.29 

444 

0.001 

0.0002 

444 

LDGT2 

1.20 

16.90 

1.20 

0.10 

2.58 

0.66 

444 

0.001 

0.0002 

444 

HDGV 

1.10 

13.50 

3.00 

0.15 

5.51 

1.42 

444 

0.001 

0.0002 

444 

LDDT 

0.90 

1.80 

1.40 

0.16 

1.59 

0.48 

1,246 

0.001 

0.001 

1,246 

HDDV 

2.00 

11.30 

6.50 

0.51 

7.73 

2.01 

1,246 

0.001 

0.001 

1,246 

\  Year  2012 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.06 

2.23 

0.39 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

321 

0.001 

0.0001 

321 

LDGT1 

0.17 

4.97 

0.99 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

444 

0.001 

0.0002 

444 

LDGT2 

0.17 

4.97 

0.99 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

444 

0.001 

444 

HDGV 

0.17 

4.97 

0.99 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

444 

0.001 

0.0002 

444 

LDDT 

0.42 

2.10 

3.04 

0.00 

0.21 

0.19 

619 

0.000 

0.000 

619 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.42 

2.51 

10.25 

0.01 

0.56 

0.50 

1,949 

0.001 

0.001 

1,949 

Year  2016  FTU  or  MOB  1 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.03 

1.65 

0.19 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

302 

0.001 

0.0001 

302 

LDGT1 

0.12 

4.02 

0.73 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

413 

0.001 

0.0002 

413 

LDGT2 

0.12 

4.02 

0.73 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

444 

0.001 

0.0002 

444 

HDGV 

0.12 

4.02 

0.73 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

444 

0.001 

0.0002 

444 

LDDT 

0.25 

1.31 

1.91 

0.00 

0.13 

0.12 

619 

0.000 

0.000 

619 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.25 

1.57 

6.44 

0.01 

0.36 

0.30 

1,949 

0.001 

0.001 

^  Year  2008  factors  from  2008  AEI  (Weston  Solutions,  Inc.  2008).  Year  2012  and  2016  factors  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  ERA 


MOVES2010b  model  (USEPA  2013)  for  Road  3  conditions  and  based  on  default  parameters  for  Jackson  County. 

Key;  AEI  =  Air  Emissions  Inventory,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  0026  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 

ERA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  FIDGV  =  heavy  duty 
gasoline  vehicle,  LDDT  =  light  duty  diesel  truck,  LDGT  =  light  duty  gasoline  truck,  LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First 
Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-28.  Annual  Emissions  from  GMV  Activities  on  Altus  AFB  - 

KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario/ 

Tons  per  Year  | 

Vehicle  Class 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

1  PM,o 

PM2.S 

C02 

CHt 

N20 

CO  2  ©  1 

\  Year  2008  \ 

LDGV 

0.02 

0.34 

0.02 

0.00 

0.04 

0.01 

20 

0.00 

0.00 

20.25 

LDGT1 

0.03 

0.50 

0.04 

0.01 

0.06 

0.02 

25 

0.00 

0.00 

24.95 

LDGT2 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

1 

0.00 

0.00 

0.56 

HDGV 

0.01 

0.08 

0.02 

0.00 

0.03 

0.01 

3 

0.00 

0.00 

2.60 

LDDT 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

4 

0.00 

0.00 

3.80 

HDDV 

0.46 

2.58 

1.48 

0.12 

1.76 

0.46 

293 

0.00 

0.00 

293.13 

Total 

0.52 

3.52 

1.56 

0.13 

1.90 

0.50 

345.23 

0.00 

0.00 

345.28 

\  Year  2012  \ 

LDGV 

0.00 

0.12 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

17.00 

0.00 

0.00 

17.00 

LDGT1 

0.01 

0.27 

0.05 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

24.01 

0.00 

0.00 

24.02 

LDGT2 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.54 

0.00 

0.00 

0.54 

HDGV 

0.00 

0.03 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2.50 

0.00 

0.00 

2.50 

LDDT 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

1.82 

0.00 

0.00 

1.82 

HDDV 

0.09 

0.55 

2.25 

0.00 

0.12 

0.11 

441.35 

0.00 

0.00 

441 .42 

Total 

0.11 

0.98 

2.34 

0.00 

0.13 

0.11 

487.22 

0.00 

0.00 

487.29 

\Year  2016  FTU  \ 

LDGV 

0.00 

0.10 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

18.52 

0.00 

0.00 

18.53 

LDGT1 

0.01 

0.25 

0.05 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

25.89 

0.00 

0.00 

25.90 

LDGT2 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.62 

0.00 

0.00 

0.62 

HDGV 

0.00 

0.03 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2.90 

0.00 

0.00 

2.90 

LDDT 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2.10 

0.00 

0.00 

2.10 

HDDV 

0.07 

0.40 

1.63 

0.00 

0.09 

0.08 

510.94 

0.00 

0.00 

511.02 

Total 

0.08 

0.79 

1.70 

0.00 

0.09 

0.08 

560.97 

0.00 

0.00 

561.06 

\  Year  2016  MOB  1 

LDGV 

0.00 

0.13 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

23.87 

0.00 

0.00 

23.87 

LDGT1 

0.01 

0.32 

0.06 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

33.36 

0.00 

0.00 

33.37 

LDGT2 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.80 

0.00 

0.00 

0.80 

HDGV 

0.00 

0.03 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

3.73 

0.00 

0.00 

3.73 

LDDT 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2.71 

0.00 

0.00 

2.71 

HDDV 

0.08 

0.51 

2.10 

0.00 

0.12 

0.10 

658.37 

0.00 

0.00 

658.47 

Total 

0.10 

1.01 

2.19 

0.01 

0.12 

0.10 

722.84 

0.00 

0.00 

722.95 

Note:  Future  year  emissions  =  2008  emissions  *  future  scenario  worker  fraction  of  2008  *  future  scenario  year  vehicie  emission 
factor/  2008  vehicie  emission  factor. 

Key:  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  GMV  = 
government  motor  vehicle,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  FIDGV  =  heavy  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  LDDT  =  light  duty  diesel  truck, 
LDGT  =  light  duty  gasoline  truck,  LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 
PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.1-29.  Annual  On  Base  On-Road  POV  Mileage  Calculations  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #  of  Workers^ 

Worker  Fraction  of 
2008 

Annual 

On  Base  VH/IT" 

Year  2008 

4,062 

1.00 

3,421,359 

Year  2012 

3,910 

0.96 

3,293,332 

Year  2016  FTU 

4,526 

1.11 

3,812,179 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

5,831 

1.44 

4,911,360 

^  For  year  2008,  #  of  personnel  obtained  from  2008  Altus  AFB  Economic  Impacts 
Statement  (Altus  AFB  Comptroller  Squadron  2008)  and  EIS  Tables  2-4  and  2-7 
for  all  other  scenarios. 


Distance  from  gate  to  center  of  Altus  AFB,  except  shorter  distance  to  lunch 
locations. 

Key:#  =  number,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit, 

MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  VMT  =  vehicle  miles  traveled. 
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Table  D.1-30.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Emission  Factors  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Proposed  Actions 


Project  Year/ 

1  Emission  Factors  (Grams/Mile)^  I 

Source  Type 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMw 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2  Q  1 

1  Year  2008  \ 

LDGV 

0.50 

8.30 

0.60 

0.07 

0.71 

0.20 

368 

0.00 

0.00 

368 

HDDV 

2.00 

10.90 

6.50 

0.51 

7.73 

2.01 

1,246 

0.00 

0.00 

1,246 

Composite'^ 

0.50 

8.31 

0.62 

0.07 

0.73 

0.21 

371 

0.00 

0.00 

371 

1  Year  2012  \ 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.06 

2.23 

0.39 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

321 

0.00 

0.00 

321 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.42 

2.51 

10.25 

0.01 

0.56 

0.50 

1,949 

0.00 

0.00 

1,949 

Composite'’ 

0.06 

2.23 

0.42 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

326 

0.00 

0.00 

326 

\Year  2016  FTU  \ 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.03 

1.65 

0.19 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

302 

0.00 

0.00 

302 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.25 

1.57 

6.44 

0.01 

0.36 

0.30 

1,949 

0.00 

0.00 

1,949 

Composite'^ 

0.03 

1.65 

0.21 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

307 

0.00 

0.00 

307 

®  Estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  MOVES2010b  modei  (USEPA  2013)  and  based  upon  defauit  parameters  for 


Jackson  County 

Equai  to  99.7/0.3%  LDGV/HDDV. 

Key:%  =  percent,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient,  EPA  = 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty 
gasoline  vehicle,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.1-31.  Annual  Emissions  from  On  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Activities  - 

Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/ 

Tons  per  Year  | 

Source  Type 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM„ 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

CO  2  Q 

Year  2008 

1.90 

31.30 

2.30 

0.28 

2.75 

0.77 

1,416 

0.003 

0.001 

1,416 

Year  2012 

0.23 

8.09 

1.49 

0.02 

0.07 

0.04 

1,198 

0.002 

0.000 

1,198 

Year  2016  FTU 

0.13 

6.91 

0.87 

0.02 

0.08 

0.04 

1,307 

0.003 

0.001 

1,308 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

0.16 

8.90 

1.12 

0.03 

0.10 

0.05 

1,684 

0.003 

0.001 

1,685 

Note:  Future  year  emissions  =  2008  emissions  *  future  scenario  worker  fraction  of  2008  *  future  scenario  year 
vehicle  emission  factor/  2008  vehicle  emission  factor. 

Key:  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit, 
MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in 
diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic 
compound. 
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Table  D.1-32.  Annual  Off-Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Trip  Calculations  - 

Altus  AFB  Year  2008 


Trip  Type 

Total  #  of 
Workers® 

Round  Trips  per 
Year 

Round  Trips  per 
Year  Off  Base 

Miles  per  Round 
Trip*" 

Total  VMT  for  Off  Base 
Trips'^ 

Workers 

Military  -  Off  Base  Residents'^ 

879 

250 

219,780 

7.0 

1 ,538,460 

Civilian 

1,286 

250 

321,500 

7.0 

2,250,500 

Contractor 

905 

250 

226,250 

7.0 

1,583,750 

Lunch  Trips  Off-Base 

1,535 

250 

383,765 

4.0 

1 ,535,060 

Retirees 

Local 

1,440 

104 

149,760 

7.0 

1,048,320 

Events 

Air  Show 

5,000 

1 

5,000 

7.0 

35,000 

Miscellaneous 

842 

1 

842 

7.0 

5,894 

HDDV 

Buses 

1 

3,322 

3,322 

7.0 

23,254 

Fuel  Deliveries 

1 

1,347 

1,347 

7.0 

9,429 

Week-End 

Military  -  On  Base  Residents'* 

440 

104 

45,714 

7.0 

320,000 

Totals- LDGV'^ 

1,352,611 

8,316,984 

Totals- HDDV'^ 

4,669 

32,683 

Total  Trips 

1,357,280 

8,349,667 

^  For  year  2008,  #  of  personnel  obtained  from  Altus  AFB  Comptroller  Squadron  2008,  except  see  (d). 

Distance  from  gate  to  center  of  town,  except  shorter  distance  to  lunch  locations. 

All  vehicles  other  than  buses  and  fuel  delivery  trucks  are  LDGV. 

#  of  personnel  estimated  from  Altus  AFB  Comptroller  Squadron  201 1 . 

Key:#  =  number,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle. 


Table  D.1-33.  Annual  Off  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Mileage  Calculations  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

#  of 

Workers 

Fraction  of 
2008 

LDGV  Off  Base 
VMT 

HDDV  Off  Base 
VMT 

Year  2008 

4,062 

1.00 

8,316,984 

32,683 

Year  2012 

3,910 

0.96 

8,005,762 

31,460 

Year  2016  FTU 

4,526 

1.11 

9,267,028 

36,416 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

5,831 

1.44 

1 1 ,939,028 

46,916 

Key:#  =  number,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle, 
LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base, 

VMT  =  vehicle  miles  traveled. 
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Table  D.1-34.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Emission  Factors  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Proposed  Actions 


Project  Year/ 

1  Emission  Factors  (Grams'MMe)^  I 

Source  Type 

VOC 

CO 

WOx 

SO2 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2  0  1 

1  Year  2008  \ 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.12 

3.58 

0.66 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

323.76 

0.001 

0.0001 

324 

LDGV  -  Road  5 

0.18 

4.61 

0.70 

0.01 

0.04 

0.01 

401.92 

0.001 

0.0002 

402 

LDGV  -  Composite'’ 

0.16 

4.35 

0.69 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

382.38 

0.00 

0.00 

382.45 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.03 

3.38 

0.78 

0.00 

0.04 

0.04 

101.04 

0.000 

0.000 

101 

HDDV  -  Road  5 

0.02 

4.95 

0.46 

0.00 

0.34 

0.03 

61.00 

0.000 

0.000 

61 

HDDV  -  Composite'^ 

0.02 

4.56 

0.54 

0.00 

0.26 

0.03 

71.01 

0.00 

0.00 

71.02 

\  Year  2012  \ 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.06 

2.23 

0.39 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

321 

0.001 

0.0001 

321 

LDGV  -  Road  5 

0.09 

2.87 

0.41 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

397 

0.001 

0.0002 

398 

LDGV  -  Composite'’ 

0.08 

2.71 

0.40 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

378.36 

0.00 

0.00 

378.42 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.42 

2.51 

10.25 

0.01 

0.56 

0.50 

1,949 

0.001 

0.001 

1,949 

HDDV  -  Road  5 

0.66 

3.67 

12.60 

0.02 

1.00 

0.83 

2,426 

0.001 

0.001 

2,427 

HDDV  -  Composite'^ 

0.60 

3.38 

12.01 

0.02 

0.89 

0.74 

2,306.87 

0.00 

0.00 

2,307.23 

Year  2016  FTU  or  MOB  1 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.03 

1.65 

0.19 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

302 

0.001 

0.0001 

302 

LDGV  -  Road  5 

0.04 

2.11 

0.19 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

374 

0.001 

0.0002 

374 

LDGV  -  Composite'’ 

0.04 

1.99 

0.19 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

355.79 

0.00 

0.00 

355.85 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.25 

1.57 

6.44 

0.01 

0.36 

0.30 

1,949 

0.001 

0.001 

1,949 

HDDV  -  Road  5 

0.40 

2.29 

8.00 

0.02 

0.67 

0.51 

2,427 

0.001 

0.001 

2,427 

HDDV  -  Composite'^ 

0.37 

2.11 

7.61 

0.02 

0.59 

0.46 

2,307.18 

0.00 

0.00 

2,307.54 

®  Estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  MOVES2010b  modei  (USEPA  2013)  and  based  upon  defauit  parameters  for 


Jackson  County 

*  Equai  to  25/75%  road  3/road  5  conditions. 

Key:%  =  percent,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  EPA  = 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty 
gasoline  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than 
10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide, 

VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.1-35.  Annual  Emissions  from  Off-Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Activities  - 

Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/ 

1  Tons  per  Year  | 

Source  Type 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

CO2 

CHi 

N20 

1  CO  2 0  1 

Year  2008 

LDGV 

1.49 

39.88 

6.33 

0.11 

0.29 

0.12 

3,506 

0.01 

0.00 

3,506 

HDDV 

0.00 

0.16 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

3 

0.00 

0.00 

3 

Total 

1.49 

40.04 

6.35 

0.11 

0.30 

0.13 

3,508 

0.01 

0.00 

3,509 

1  Year  2012  \ 

LDGV 

0.70 

23.91 

3.53 

0.05 

0.26 

0.10 

3,339 

0.01 

0.00 

3,339 

HDDV 

0.02 

0.12 

0.42 

0.00 

0.03 

0.03 

80 

0.00 

0.00 

80 

Total 

0.72 

24.03 

3.95 

0.05 

0.29 

0.13 

3,419 

0.01 

0.00 

3,419 

Year  2016  FTU 

1  1 

LDGV 

0.36 

20.37 

1.98 

0.05 

0.30 

0.12 

3,634 

0.01 

0.00 

3,635 

HDDV 

0.01 

0.08 

0.31 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

93 

0.00 

0.00 

93 

Total 

0.38 

20.45 

2.28 

0.06 

0.33 

0.14 

3,727 

0.01 

0.00 

3,728 

1  Year  2016  MOB  1  \ 

LDGV 

0.47 

26.24 

2.55 

0.07 

0.39 

0.15 

4,682 

0.01 

0.00 

4,683 

HDDV 

0.02 

0.11 

0.39 

0.00 

0.03 

0.02 

119 

0.00 

0.00 

119 

Total 

0.49 

26.35 

2.94 

0.07 

0.42 

0.18 

4,802 

0.01 

0.00 

4,802 

Key:  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit, 
FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base, 

NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-36.  Nonroad  Equipment  Usages  -  Year  2008  Altus  AFB 


Source 

Fuel 

Type 

Hp 

Hrs/Yr 

Load 

Factor 

Annual 

Hp-Hrs 

Average 

Hp 

Mower 

Diesel 

27 

1,200 

55 

17,820 

4.90 

Tractor 

Diesel 

75 

533 

70 

27,983 

6.05 

Generator 

Diesel 

1.9 

40 

74 

56 

0.01 

Mule 

Diesel 

12 

1,200 

49 

7,056 

2.18 

Truck 

Diesel 

325 

167 

57 

30,937 

8.21 

Forklift 

Diesel 

49 

120 

30 

1,764 

0.89 

Trash 

Diesel 

454 

13 

57 

3,364 

0.89 

Garbage 

Diesel 

210 

40 

57 

4,788 

1.27 

Mower 

Diesel 

56 

500 

55 

15,400 

4.24 

Tractor 

Diesel 

56 

250 

70 

9,800 

2.12 

Mower 

Diesel 

29 

900 

55 

14,355 

3.95 

Tractor 

Diesel 

63 

6 

70 

265 

0.06 

Mower 

Diesel 

22 

150 

55 

1,815 

0.50 

Fairway 

Diesel 

29 

900 

55 

14,355 

3.95 

Mules 

Diesel 

16 

278 

49 

2,180 

0.67 

Mules 

Diesel 

16 

313 

49 

2,454 

0.76 

iTotals-  Diesel  Equipment 

6,610 

154,391 

Truck 

Gasoline 

360 

800 

80 

230,400 

43.57 

Weedeater 

Gasoline 

1.5 

571 

68 

582 

0.13 

Blowers 

Gasoline 

2.5 

750 

75 

1,406 

0.28 

Trimmers 

Gasoline 

1.4 

10 

68 

10 

0.00 

Gator 

Gasoline 

20 

50 

46 

460 

0.15 

Truck 

Gasoline 

240 

167 

80 

32,064 

6.06 

Sprayer 

Gasoline 

6.5 

200 

65 

845 

0.20 

Trash 

Gasoline 

454 

400 

80 

145,280 

27.47 

Gator 

Gasoline 

20 

250 

46 

2,300 

0.76 

Compressor 

Gasoline 

5 

24 

56 

67 

0.02 

Sprayer 

Gasoline 

7 

12 

65 

55 

0.01 

Mower 

Gasoline 

56 

500 

70 

19,600 

4.24 

Sod 

Gasoline 

16 

5 

58 

46 

0.01 

Sprayer 

Gasoline 

5.5 

50 

65 

179 

0.04 

Aerator 

Gasoline 

23 

20 

58 

267 

0.07 

Greens 

Gasoline 

22 

50 

78 

858 

0.17 

Mower 

Gasoline 

16 

400 

70 

4,480 

0.97 

Cart 

Gasoline 

31 

250 

46 

3,565 

1.17 

Sand 

Gasoline 

16 

220 

58 

2,042 

0.53 

Power 

Gasoline 

7 

100 

85 

595 

0.11 

Gators 

Gasoline 

20 

200 

46 

1,840 

0.61 

ATV 

Gasoline 

27 

375 

72 

7,290 

1.53 

ATV 

Gasoline 

46 

375 

72 

12,420 

2.61 

EZ 

Gasoline 

13 

333 

46 

1,991 

0.65 

Gators 

Gasoline 

18 

455 

46 

3,767 

1.24 

Push 

Gasoline 

6 

26 

70 

109 

0.02 

Totals- Gasoline  Equipment 

6,593 

472,518 

93 

Totals  -  All  Equipment 

13,203 

626,909 

Key:  KXM  =  All-Terrain  Vehicle,  Hp  =  horsepower,  hr  =  hour,  yr  =  year. 


Table  D.1-37.  Annual  Average  Nonroad  Equipment  Emission  Factors  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


HP  Category/ 

Fuel  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Horsei 

power)®  1 

voc 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,d 

PM,., 

CO, 

CHf 

N2O 

00,6 

\  Year  2008  \ 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

0.48 

2.70 

4.90 

0.13 

0.53 

0.49 

593 

0.094 

0.007 

597 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

2.42 

72.41 

7.06 

0.09 

0.06 

0.06 

429 

1.69 

0.0003 

465 

Composite*’ 

1.78 

49.41 

6.35 

0.10 

0.22 

0.20 

483 

1.16 

0.00 

508 

\Year2012 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

0.50 

2.56 

4.93 

0.13 

0.45 

0.41 

610 

0.094 

0.007 

614 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

1.31 

41.19 

3.83 

0.08 

0.06 

0.06 

429 

1.69 

0.0003 

465 

Composite*’ 

1.04 

28.44 

4.19 

0.10 

0.19 

0.17 

489 

1.16 

0.00 

514 

Year  2016  FTU  or  MOB  1 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

0.32 

1.40 

3.99 

0.11 

0.30 

0.28 

610 

0.094 

0.007 

614 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

0.71 

23.96 

1.99 

0.08 

0.06 

0.06 

429 

1.69 

0.0003 

465 

Composite*’ 

0.58 

16.52 

2.65 

0.09 

0.14 

0.13 

489 

1.16 

0.00 

514 
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Table  D.1-37.  Annual  Average  Nonroad  Equipment  Emission  Factors  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios  (Continued) 


HP  Category/ 

Fuel  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Horsei 

power)®  1 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

\  Year  2008  \ 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

0.036 

0.006 

0.010 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

0.010 

0.002 

0.127 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Composite’’ 

0.018 

0.003 

0.088 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

\Year2012 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

0.037 

0.006 

0.010 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

0.005 

0.001 

0.069 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Composite’’ 

0.016 

0.003 

0.049 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  FTU  or  MOB  1 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

0.024 

0.004 

0.006 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

0.003 

0.000 

0.037 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Composite’’ 

0.010 

0.002 

0.027 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

HP  Category/ 

Fuei  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Horsei 

power)®  1 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphtha¬ 

lene 

Phenol 

\  Year  2008  \ 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.072 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

- 

- 

0.048 

0.028 

0.024 

- 

- 

0.387 

- 

- 

Composite’’ 

- 

- 

0.033 

0.043 

0.016 

- 

- 

0.260 

- 

- 

\  Year  2012 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.075 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

- 

- 

0.026 

0.015 

0.013 

- 

- 

0.210 

- 

- 

Composite’’ 

- 

- 

0.018 

0.035 

0.009 

- 

- 

0.141 

- 

- 

Year  2016  FTU  or  MOB  1 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.048 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

- 

- 

0.014 

0.008 

0.007 

- 

- 

0.114 

- 

- 

Composite’’ 

- 

- 

0.010 

0.021 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.076 

- 

- 

HP  Category/ 

Fuei  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Horsei 

power)®  1 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,  1,  1- 
Trichloro- 
ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

o-Xylene 

\  Year  2008  \ 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

0.000 

0.005 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

- 

0.005 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

0.000 

0.992 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.174 

- 

- 

- 

0.164 

Composite’’ 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.119 

- 

- 

- 

0.112 

\  Year  2012 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

0.000 

0.005 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

0.005 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

0.000 

0.537 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.094 

- 

- 

- 

0.089 

Composite’’ 

0.000 

0.361 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.065 

- 

- 

- 

0.061 

Year  2016  FTU  or  MOB  1 

41-50  HP  Diesel 

0.000 

0.003 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

75-100  HP  Gasoline 

0.000 

0.291 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.051 

- 

- 

- 

0.048 

Composite’’ 

0.000 

0.196 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.036 

- 

- 

- 

0.033 

^  Data  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  NONROAD2008a  modei  (USEPA  2009)  for  Jackson  County,  OK. 

Assumes  a  vehicle  fleet  mix  of  0.33/0.67  diesel/gasoline-powered  equipment  =  2008  fleet  mix. 

Key:-^  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide 
equivalent,  EPA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  Flp  =  horsepower,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating 
Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  OK  =  Oklahoma,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate 
matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Final 


D-25 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-38.  Annual  Emissions  from  Nonroad  Equipment  Activities  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/ 
Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

S02 

PM  10 

PM  25 

CO2 

CHf 

NjO 

0026 

Year  2008 

14.70 

201.00 

4.90 

0.50 

0.40 

0.40 

2,340 

5.64 

0.01 

2,462 

Year  2012 

8.29 

111.38 

3.12 

0.45 

0.34 

0.34 

2,279 

5.43 

0.01 

2,396 

Year  2016  FTU 

5.35 

74.86 

2.28 

0.49 

0.29 

0.29 

2,639 

6.29 

0.01 

2,775 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

6.89 

96.45 

2.94 

0.63 

0.37 

0.37 

3,400 

8.10 

0.02 

3,575 

Scenario  Year/ 
Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Buta¬ 

diene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

Year  2008 

0.013 

0.002 

0.061 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2012 

0.011 

0.002 

0.033 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  FTU 

0.008 

0.001 

0.021 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

0.010 

0.002 

0.027 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario  Year/ 
Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methyl¬ 

ene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

Year  2008 

- 

- 

0.023 

0.029 

0.011 

- 

- 

0.179 

- 

- 

Year  2012 

- 

- 

0.012 

0.023 

0.006 

- 

- 

0.093 

- 

- 

Year  2016  FTU 

- 

- 

0.008 

0.016 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.059 

- 

- 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

- 

- 

0.010 

0.021 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.076 

- 

- 

Scenario  Year/ 
Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

o-Xylene 

Year  2008 

0.000 

0.460 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.082 

- 

- 

- 

0.077 

Year  2012 

0.000 

0.240 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.044 

- 

- 

- 

0.041 

Year  2016  FTU 

0.000 

0.151 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.028 

- 

- 

- 

0.026 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

0.000 

0.195 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.035 

- 

- 

- 

0.033 

Note:  Future  year  emissions  =  2008  emissions  *  future  scenario  worker  fraction  of  2008  *  future  scenario  year 
vehicie  emission  factor/  2008  vehicle  emission  factor. 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 
PMio=  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in 
diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.1-39.  Annual  Emissions  from  Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Activities  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/ 
Source  Type 

1  Tons  per  Year  | 

VOC 

Benzene 

Cumene 

Ethyl 

benzene 

Hexane 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Toluene 

2,2,4-Tri- 

methyl- 

pentane 

Xylenes 

Year  2008 

0.10 

0.0006 

0.0003 

0.0002 

0.0001 

0.0005 

0.0000 

0.0011 

0.0001 

0.0017 

Year  2012 

0.09 

0.0006 

0.0003 

0.0002 

0.0001 

0.0005 

0.0000 

0.0010 

0.0001 

0.0016 

Year  2016  FTU 

0.11 

0.0007 

0.0003 

0.0003 

0.0001 

0.0005 

0.0000 

0.0012 

0.0001 

0.0018 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

0.14 

0.0009 

0.0004 

0.0003 

0.0001 

0.0007 

0.0000 

0.0016 

0.0001 

0.0024 

Note:  Future  year  emissions  =  2008  emissions  *  future  year  worker  fraction  of  2008. 

Key:  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating 
Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-40.  Annual  Emissions  from  Point  and  Area  Sources  - 
Altus  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/ 
Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NO:, 

SO2 

PM„ 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

CO  26 

Year  2008 

1.98 

6.08 

10.02 

0.18 

1.09 

0.49 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2012 

1.91 

5.85 

9.65 

0.17 

1.05 

0.47 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  FTU 

2.21 

6.77 

11.16 

0.20 

1.21 

0.54 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

2.84 

8.73 

14.38 

0.26 

1.56 

0.70 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario  Year/ 
Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Buta¬ 

diene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

Year  2008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2012 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  FTU 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario  Year/ 
Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

2,4' 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methyl¬ 

ene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

Year  2008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.116 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2012 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.11 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  FTU 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.13 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario  Year/ 
Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

o-Xylene 

Year  2008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

0.008 

Year  2012 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

Year  2016  FTU 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

Note:  Future  year  emissions  =  2008  emissions  *  future  year  worker  fraction  of  2008. 

Key:-^  Source  does  not  emit  particuiar  poiiutant,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 

PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in 
diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-41.  Annual  Emissions  for  Operations  at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2008 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM, a 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

CO  2  0 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

87.74 

794.00 

2,745.60 

232.00 

686.68 

686.68 

425,379 

11.772 

13.227 

429,726 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

13.10 

525.00 

713.00 

121.00 

176.00 

176.00 

221,857 

6.140 

6.899 

224,125 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.79 

2.90 

1.80 

0.18 

0.44 

0.44 

330 

0.009 

0.010 

333 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

10.90 

120.00 

35.40 

9.40 

54.10 

54.10 

17,235 

0.477 

0.536 

17,411 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

4.30 

126.00 

25.20 

8.70 

42.50 

42.50 

15,952 

0.441 

0.496 

16,115 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

5.70 

15.30 

71.00 

4.70 

5.04 

5.00 

15,753 

2.61 

0.19 

15,864.93 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

0.13 

3.50 

1.57 

0.52 

1.90 

0.50 

345 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

1.90 

31.30 

2.30 

0.28 

2.75 

0.77 

1,416 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

1.49 

40.04 

6.35 

0.11 

0.30 

0.13 

3,508 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

14.70 

201.00 

4.90 

0.50 

0.40 

0.40 

2,340 

5.64 

0.01 

2,462.34 

Mobiie  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

0.10 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

1.98 

6.08 

10.02 

0.18 

1.09 

0.49 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions^ 

142.82 

1,865.12 

3,617.14 

377.57 

971.20 

967.00 

704,115 

27.09 

21.37 

706,038 

Source  Type 

1  Tons  per  Year  | 

Acetald¬ 

ehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.318 

- 

0.675 

- 

0.025 

- 

0.122 

0.018 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.170 

- 

- 

0.020 

0.264 

0.107 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.002 

0.002 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

0.040 

- 

0.084 

- 

0.003 

- 

0.015 

0.002 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

- 

0.056 

- 

0.007 

0.087 

0.035 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.014 

0.002 

0.060 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

0.013 

0.002 

0.061 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions^ 

0.39 

0.01 

1.11 

0.01 

0.03 

0.03 

0.49 

0.16 

Source  Type 

1  Tons  per  Year  | 

Cumene 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.067 

0.167 

0.665 

0.270 

0.075 

7.574 

- 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.631 

0.047 

6.905 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.012 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

0.008 

0.021 

0.083 

0.034 

0.009 

0.941 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.207 

0.015 

2.267 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.018 

0.027 

0.009 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.023 

0.029 

0.011 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.116 

Total  Emissions^ 

0.00 

0.08 

0.19 

0.75 

1.14 

0.19 

17.75 

0.14 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-41.  Annual  Emissions  for  Operations  at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2008  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Proplo- 

naldehyde 

styrene 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.430 

- 

0.063 

0.100 

- 

- 

0.041 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

7.108 

- 

0.199 

- 

- 

- 

0.101 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

0.053 

- 

0.008 

0.012 

- 

- 

0.005 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

2.333 

- 

0.065 

- 

- 

- 

0.033 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.140 

0.001 

- 

0.002 

0.002 

0.001 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.179 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.460 

0.001 

Mobiie  Fuei  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions^ 

- 

9.92 

0.32 

0.34 

0.11 

0.00 

0.46 

0.18 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetrachloro- 
ethane 

Tetrachloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1, 1,1- 
Trichloro- 
ethane 

2,2,4- 

Trlmethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

0-Xylene 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.232 

- 

0.310 

0.016 

- 

- 

0.123 

0.026 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.170 

0.702 

0.058 

- 

0.497 

0.145 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

0.029 

- 

0.038 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.015 

0.003 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC- 
135 

- 

0.056 

0.231 

0.019 

- 

0.163 

0.048 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.070 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.065 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.082 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.077 

Mobiie  Fuei  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.002 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.008 

Total  Emissions^ 

0.26 

0.23 

1.44 

0.09 

0.00 

0.66 

0.33 

0.18 

^  Data  from  2008  Mobile  Source  Air  Emissions  Inventory  for  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (Weston  Solutions,  Inc.  2008),  except  point  and 
area  sources  obtained  from  2008  Air  Emissions  Inventory  Turn  -  Around  Document  (ODEQ  2010)  and  Off-Base  POV  emissions 
calculated  with  the  use  of  typical  trip  lengths.  Flowever,  CO2  emissions  estimated  with  widely  acceptable  factors. 


Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 

PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  POV  =  privately-owned  vehicle,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-42.  Annual  Emissions  for  Existing  Operations  at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

0026  (mt) 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

25.92 

234.56 

811.10 

68.54 

202.86 

202.86 

125,665 

3.48 

3.91 

115,409 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.87 

155.10 

210.64 

35.75 

52.00 

52.00 

65,544 

1.81 

2.04 

60,195 

Transient  Aircraft 

1.38 

5.07 

3.15 

0.31 

0.77 

0.77 

577 

0.02 

0.02 

530 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

10.90 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

0.16 

7.77 

9.77 

0.64 

4.24 

4.24 

1,956 

0.05 

0.06 

1,796 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

0.99 

14.32 

7.07 

0.82 

0.05 

0.05 

2,481 

0.07 

0.08 

2,278 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.84 

6.08 

7.11 

0.20 

0.94 

0.86 

5,181 

0.80 

0.06 

4,741 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

0.11 

0.98 

2.34 

0.00 

0.13 

0.11 

487 

0.00 

0.00 

443 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

0.23 

8.09 

1.49 

0.02 

0.07 

0.04 

1,198 

0.00 

0.00 

1,089 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

0.72 

24.03 

3.95 

0.05 

0.29 

0.13 

3,419 

0.01 

0.00 

3,109 

Nonroad  Equipment 

8.29 

111.38 

3.12 

0.45 

0.34 

0.34 

2,279 

5.43 

0.01 

2,178 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

0.09 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

1.91 

5.85 

9.65 

0.17 

1.05 

0.47 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions 

55.39 

573.25 

1,069.38 

106.96 

262.74 

261.86 

208,787 

11.67 

6.17 

191,769 

Source  Type 

I  Tons  per  Year  | 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloroform 

Chloro- 

methane 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.094 

- 

0.199 

- 

0.007 

- 

0.036 

0.005 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.050 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.078 

0.032 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.003 

0.004 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

0.004 

- 

0.008 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.001 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.002 

0.000 

0.009 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

0.011 

0.002 

0.033 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions 

0.114 

0.006 

0.307 

0.002 

0.007 

0.006 

0.116 

0.037 

Source  Type 

1  Tons  per  Year  | 

Cumene 

DIbutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyi- 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.020 

0.049 

0.197 

0.080 

0.022 

2.237 

- 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.186 

0.014 

2.040 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.021 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.003 

0.001 

0.001 

0.083 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.000 

0.046 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.004 

0.001 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.012 

0.023 

0.006 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.112 

Total  Emissions 

0.000 

0.020 

0.050 

0.200 

0.271 

0.053 

4.454 

0.119 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-42.  Annual  Emissions  for  Existing  Operations  at  Altus  AFB  - 

Year  2012  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

I  Tons  per  Year  | 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propio- 

naldehyde 

styrene 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.127 

- 

0.019 

0.030 

- 

- 

0.012 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

2.100 

- 

0.059 

- 

- 

- 

0.030 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

0.002 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.001 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

0.036 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.021 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.093 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.240 

0.001 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions 

- 

2.265 

0.114 

0.081 

0.031 

0.000 

0.241 

0.045 

Source  Type 

I  Tons  per  Year  | 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetrachloro- 
ethane 

Tetrachloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1, 1,1- 
Trichloro- 

ethane 

2,2,4- 

Trlmethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.069 

- 

0.092 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.036 

0.008 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.050 

0.207 

0.017 

- 

0.147 

0.043 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

0.001 

- 

0.003 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

0.001 

0.005 

0.000 

- 

0.003 

0.001 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.010 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.010 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.044 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.041 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.002 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.008 

Total  Emissions 

0.070 

0.051 

0.372 

0.022 

0.000 

0.150 

0.081 

0.070 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  mt  =  metric  tons,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in 
diameter,  PM2  5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-43.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the 
KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2016 


Source  Type 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 


On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 

KC-46A _ 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 

KC-46A _ 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations _ 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations _ 

Transient  Aircraft _ 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-f  7 
On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 


Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
Existing  Aircraft 


Government  Motor  Vehicles _ 

Privately-Owned  Vehicies  -  On-Base 
Privately-Owned  Vehicies  -  Off-Base 

Nonroad  Equipment _ 

Mobiie  Fuel  Transfer  Operations _ 


Point  and  Area  Sources 


Tons  per  Year 

yOC  CO  NOx  SO2  PM  10  PM  2.5  CO2  CH4  N2O  C02e(mt) 
34.63  157.55  1,034.50  54.09  a35  Z84  163,451  452  5X8  150,110 


voc 

CO 

34.63 

157.55 

14.14 

48.41 

0.13 

0.98 

25.92 

234.56 

3.87 

155.10 

1.38 

5.07 

0.16 

7.77 

0.99 

14.32 

0.59 

4.27 

2.21 


1,034.50 

54.09 

3.35 

2.84 

163,451 

4.52 

23.62 

1.88 

0.17 

0.15 

5,690 

0.16 

1.11 

0.04 

0.16 

0.15 

1,199 

0.19 

811.10 

68.54 

202.86 

202.86 

125,665 

3.48 

210.64 

35.75 

52.00 

52.00 

65,544 

1.81 

3.15 

0.31 

0.77 

0.77 

577 

0.02 

9.77 

0.64 

4.24 

4.24 

1,956 

0.05 

7.07 

0.82 

0.05 

0.05 

2,481 

0.07 

4.83 

0.19 

0.71 

0.65 

5,181 

0.80 

1.70 

0.00 

0.09 

0.08 

561 

0.00 

0.87 

0.02 

0.08 

0.04 

0.00 

2.28 

0.06 

0.14 

0.01 

2.28 

0.49 

0.29 

6.29 

1.21  0.54 


Source  Type 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations _ 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-46A 


Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 

KC-46A _ 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations _ 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations _ 

Transient  Aircraft _ 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 
On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 


Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
Existing  Aircraft 

Government  Motor  Vehicles _ 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 
Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

Nonroad  Equipment _ 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations _ 

Point  and  Area  Sources 


Acetalde¬ 

hyde 


Tons  per  Year 

1,3-  Carbon 

Butadiene  Disulfide 


Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 


Chloro- 

methane 


1.492 

0.856 

0.587 

0.608 

0.349 

0.239 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

0.094 

- 

0.199 

- 

- 

0.050 

0.003 

0.004 

0.006 

0.004 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

0.000 

0.006 

0.008  0.001 


0.021  0.000 
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Table  D.1-43.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the 
KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Cumene 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-46A 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

- 

- 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.020 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
Existing  Aircraft 

- 

- 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 


Tons  per  Year 

Dinitro- 

phenol 


Ethyl¬ 

benzene 


Formalde¬ 

hyde 


0.020  0.049  0.197 


Total  Proposed  Emissions  -  2016 

- 

0.02 

0.05 

0.20 

0.27 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

- 

(0.020) 

(0.050) 

(0.200) 

(0.271) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 

Base  Case  Emissions 

- 

(0.000) 

(0.001) 

(0.003) 

(0.001) 

Jackson  County  PSD  Thresholds 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Proposed  Fractional  Increase  from 

Altus  2012  Emissions 

- 

(0.02) 

(0.01) 

(0.01) 

(0.00) 

Tons  per  Year 


Source  Type 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations _ 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 

KC-46A _ 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 

KC-46A _ 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations _ 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations _ 

Transient  Aircraft _ 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 
On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 


Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
Existing  Aircraft 

Government  Motor  Vehicles _ 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 


Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

Nonroad  Equipment _ 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations _ 

Point  and  Area  Sources _ 

Total  Proposed  Emissions  -  2016 _ 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions _ 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 

Base  Case  Emissions _ 

Jackson  County  PSD  Thresholds _ 

Proposed  Fractional  Increase  from 
Altus  2012  Emissions 


Hexane  Methanol 


Methylene 

Chloride 


Naphth¬ 

alene 
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Table  D.1-43.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the 
KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetrachlo- 
roethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

2,2,4- 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

0-Xylene 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

0.108 

- 

- 

0.224 

- 

- 

- 

0.099 

0.058 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-46A 

0.044 

- 

- 

0.091 

- 

- 

- 

0.040 

0.024 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.012 

0.069 

- 

0.092 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.036 

0.008 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

0.030 

- 

0.050 

0.207 

0.017 

- 

0.147 

0.043 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

0.003 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.001 

0.005 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.003 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
Existing  Aircraft 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.007 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

-- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.028 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.026 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.009 

Total  Proposed  Emissions  -  2016 

0.20 

0.07 

0.05 

0.66 

0.03 

- 

0.15 

0.22 

0.14 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.045) 

(0.070) 

(0.051) 

(0.372) 

(0.022) 

- 

(0.150) 

(0.081) 

(0.070) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 

Base  Case  Emissions 

0.151 

(0.000) 

0.000 

0.292 

0.007 

- 

(0.003) 

0.137 

0.068 

Jackson  County  PSD  Threshoids 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Proposed  Fractional  Increase  from 

Altus  2012  Emissions 

3.37 

(0.00) 

0.00 

0.79 

0.30 

- 

(0.02) 

1.69 

0.97 

Key:  ( )  =  parenthesis  indicate  negative  numbers,  -  =  Source  does  not  emit  particuiar  poiiutant,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon 
monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient,  mt  =  metric  tons,  NA  =  not  appiicabie,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide, 
NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  2.5  microns 
in  diameter,  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration,  SO2  =  suifur  dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic  compound. 


Table  D.1-44.  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at 
Clinton  Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  -  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations^ 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per 
Operation  (Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annual  Hours 

55%  I  60%  ICiimboutl  Takeoff 

55%  1  60%  ICiimboutl  Takeoff 

Existing  KC-135^ 

Closed  Pattern  -  IFR 

1,062 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

212 

35 

- 

18 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

434 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

36 

14 

- 

7 

Total  TIMs-  Existing  KC-135 

249 

50 

- 

25 

KC-46A  -  FTU“ 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to  Overhead 

1,062 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

212 

35 

- 

18 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

434 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

36 

14 

- 

7 

Total  TIMs  -  KC-46A  FTU 

249 

50 

- 

25 

Source  is  SAiC  2013d. 

Key:-  =  No  activity,  %  =  percent,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  iFR  =  instrument  fiight  ruies,  TiM  =  Time  in  Mode,  VFR  =  visuai 
fiight  ruies. 
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Table  D.1-45.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at 
Clinton  Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  -  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/Engine 

Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM  10 

PM2.5 

CO2 

CH^ 

N2O 

COjS 

CO2  e  (mt) 

Existing  KC-135 


55% 

0.16 

4.98 

25.06 

2.26 

0.12 

0.12 

6,862 

0.19 

0.21 

6,932 

- 

60% 

0.03 

0.91 

5.79 

0.49 

0.03 

0.03 

1,494 

0.04 

0.05 

1,509 

- 

Take-off 

0.02 

0.04 

7.20 

0.41 

0.03 

0.03 

1,251 

0.03 

0.04 

1,264 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

0.21 

5.92 

38.04 

3.17 

0.17 

0.17 

9,607 

0.27 

0.30 

9,705 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.25 

3.43 

49.42 

2.84 

0.16 

0.13 

8,616 

0.24 

0.27 

8,704 

- 

60% 

0.05 

0.68 

11.59 

0.62 

0.04 

0.03 

1,891 

0.05 

0.06 

1,911 

- 

Take-off 

0.05 

0.33 

18.52 

0.57 

0.04 

0.04 

1,734 

0.05 

0.05 

1,751 

- 

Subtotal  KC^6A  FTU 

0.35 

4.43 

79.53 

4.03 

0.24 

0.20 

12,241 

0.34 

0.38 

12,366 

11,242 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 


Scenario/Engine 

Setting 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acroiein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.004 

0.002 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.005 

0.002 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.011 

0.006 

0.004 

0.004 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

0.015 

0.009 

0.006 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Engine 

Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth- 

aiene 

Phenol 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

0.006 

0.001 

0.023 

- 

- 

0.101 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.022 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

0.008 

0.001 

0.030 

- 

- 

0.124 

- 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.031 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.007 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.006 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.044 

- 

0.006 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.003 

Scenario/Engine 

Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

POM 

Propio- 

natde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chtoro- 

ethene 

Toiuene 

1, 1,1- 
Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

0-Xyiene 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.009 

0.001 

0.007 

0.002 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.005 

0.011 

0.001 

0.009 

0.003 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  %  =  percent,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide, 
C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  mt  =  metric  tons,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NO*  =  nitrogen  oxides, 
PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Final 


D-35 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-46.  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at 
Rick  Husband  Amarillo  International  Airport  -  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/ 

Operation 

Operations 

per 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation 
(Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annual  Hours 

55%  1  60%  1  Climbout  1  Takeoff 

55%  1  60%  1  Climbout  1  Takeoff 

1  Existing  KC-135^  I 

Ciosed  Pattern  -  iFR 

137 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

27 

5 

- 

2 

Ciosed  Pattern  -  VFR 

92 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

8 

3 

- 

2 

iTotal  TIMs-  Existing  KC-135 

35 

8 

- 

4 

KC-46A  -  FTU^ 

1 

Ciosed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  initiai  to 
0\«rhead 

137 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

27 

5 

- 

2 

Ciosed  Pattern  -  VFR 

92 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

8 

3 

- 

2 

iTotal  TIMs- KC-46A  FTU  I 

35 

8 

- 

4 

®  Source  is  SAIC  2013b. 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particuiar  poiiutant,  %  =  percent,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  IFR  =  instrument  fiight  ruies, 
TiM  =  Time  in  Mode,  VFR  =  visuai  fiight  ruies. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-47.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at 
Rick  Husband  Amarillo  International  Airport  -  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

1  Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

VOC 

CO 

NO^ 

S02 

PM„ 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2  6 

CO  2  G 

(mt) 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

0.02 

0.70 

3.54 

0.32 

0.02 

0.02 

969 

0.03 

0.03 

979 

- 

60% 

0.01 

0.14 

0.89 

0.08 

0.00 

0.00 

229 

0.01 

0.01 

231 

- 

Take-off 

0.00 

0.01 

1.10 

0.06 

0.00 

0.00 

192 

0.01 

0.01 

193 

- 

Subtotai  Existing  KC-135 

0.03 

0.85 

5.53 

0.46 

0.02 

0.02 

1,390 

0.04 

0.04 

1,404 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.04 

0.48 

6.98 

0.40 

0.02 

0.02 

1,217 

0.03 

0.04 

1,230 

- 

60% 

0.01 

0.10 

1.77 

0.10 

0.01 

0.00 

290 

0.01 

0.01 

292 

- 

Take-off 

0.01 

0.05 

2.84 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

265 

0.01 

0.01 

268 

- 

Subtotai  KC^6A  FTU 

0.05 

0.64 

11.59 

0.58 

0.03 

0.03 

1,772 

0.05 

0.06 

1,790 

1,627 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  I 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acroiein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.014 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.018 

- 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.004 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.006 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,  1,1- 
Trichloro- 
ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

0-Xylene 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  %  =  percent,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide 
equivaient,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  mt  =  metric  tons,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-48.  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at 
Lubbock  Preston  Smith  International  Airport  -  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/ 

Operations 

1  Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation 

Engine  Setting  Annuai  Hours  | 

Operation 

/Year 

1  55%  1 

60% 

Ciimbout 

Takeoff 

1  55%  1 

60% 

Ciimbout 

Takeoff  | 

1  Existing  KC-135^  \ 

Ciosed  Pattern  -  iFR 

505 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

101 

17 

- 

8 

Ciosed  Pattern  -  VFR 

207 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

17 

7 

- 

3 

iTotal  TIMs- Existing  KC-135 

118 

24 

- 

12 

I KC-46A  -  FTU^  \ 

Ciosed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  initiai  to 
Overhead 

316 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

63 

11 

- 

5 

Ciosed  Pattern  -  VFR 

129 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

11 

4 

- 

2 

iTotal  TIMS- KC-46A  FTU  I 

74 

15 

- 

7 

®  Assumes  same  number  of  ops  as  AFW,  per  SAIC  201 3a. 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  %  =  percent,  AFW  =  Fort  Worth  Aiiiance  Airport,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  IFR  =  instrument  fiight  ruies, 
ops  =  operations,  ops  =  operations,  TiM  =  Time  in  Mode,  VFR  =  visual  flight  rules. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-49.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at 
Lubbock  Preston  Smith  International  Airport  -  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

Annual  Emissions 'Tons 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

S02 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CHi 

N2O 

CO  26 

COje  (mt) 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

0.08 

2.37 

11.93 

1.08 

0.06 

0.06 

3,266 

0.09 

0.10 

3,299 

- 

60% 

0.02 

0.43 

2.75 

0.23 

0.01 

0.01 

711 

0.02 

0.02 

718 

- 

Take-off 

0.01 

0.02 

3.43 

0.20 

0.01 

0.01 

595 

0.02 

0.02 

602 

- 

Subtotai  Existing  KC-135 

0.10 

2.82 

18.11 

1.51 

0.08 

0.08 

4,572 

0.13 

0.14 

4,619 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.07 

1.02 

14.70 

0.84 

0.05 

0.04 

2,563 

0.07 

0.08 

2,589 

- 

60% 

0.02 

0.20 

3.45 

0.19 

0.01 

0.01 

563 

0.02 

0.02 

568 

- 

Take-off 

0.01 

0.10 

5.51 

0.17 

0.01 

0.01 

516 

0.01 

0.02 

521 

- 

Subtotai  KC-46A  FTU 

0.10 

1.32 

23.66 

1.20 

0.07 

0.06 

3,641 

0.10 

0.11 

3,678 

3,344 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Subtotai  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.003 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotai  KC-46A  FTU 

0.005 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

Annual  Emissions -Tons 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

0.003 

0.000 

0.011 

- 

- 

0.048 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.011 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotai  Existing  KC-135 

- 

0.004 

0.000 

0.014 

- 

- 

0.059 

- 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.009 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotai  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.013 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,  1,  1- 
Trichloro- 
ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

0-Xylene 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.004 

0.000 

0.003 

0.001 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Subtotai  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.005 

0.001 

0.004 

0.001 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotai  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  %  =  percent,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide, 
C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  mt  =  metric  tons,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NO*  =  nitrogen  oxides, 
PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-50.  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport  - 

Altus  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations 

Per 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation 

Engine  Setting 

I  Annuai  Hours  | 

55% 

60% 

Climbout 

Takeoff 

55% 

60% 

Climbout 

Takeoff 

1  Existing  KC-135^  I 

Closed  Pattern  -  IFR 

505 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

101 

17 

- 

8 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

207 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

17 

7 

- 

3 

iTotal  TIMs-  Existing  KC-135 

118 

24 

- 

12 

I KC-46A  -  FTU'^  \ 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to 
Overhead 

316 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

63 

11 

- 

5 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

129 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

11 

4 

- 

2 

iTotal  TIMs -KC-46A  FTU  I 

74 

15 

- 

7 

SAIC2013e. 

Assumes  37.5%  fewer  KC-46A  ops,  per  SAIC  201 3a. 

Key:-  =  No  activity,  %  =  percent,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  IFR  =  instrument  fiight  ruies,  ops  =  operations,  TiM  =  Time  in  Mode, 
VFR  =  visuai  fiight  ruies. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.1-51.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at 
Fort  Worth  Alliance  Airport  -  Altus  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

1  Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

VOC 

CO 

NO^ 

S02 

PMw 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N2O 

CO  2  6 

CO  2  G 

(mt) 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

0.08 

2.37 

11.93 

1.08 

0.06 

0.06 

3,266 

0.09 

0.10 

3,299 

- 

60% 

0.02 

0.43 

2.75 

0.23 

0.01 

0.01 

711 

0.02 

0.02 

718 

- 

Take-off 

0.01 

0.02 

3.43 

0.20 

0.01 

0.01 

595 

0.02 

0.02 

- 

Subtotai  Existing  KC-135 

0.10 

2.82 

18.11 

1.51 

0.08 

0.08 

4,572 

0.13 

0.14 

4,619 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.07 

1.02 

14.70 

0.84 

0.05 

0.04 

2,563 

0.07 

0.08 

2,589 

- 

60% 

0.02 

0.20 

3.45 

0.19 

0.01 

0.01 

563 

0.02 

0.02 

568 

- 

Take-off 

0.01 

0.10 

5.51 

0.17 

0.01 

0.01 

516 

0.01 

0.02 

521 

- 

Subtotai  KC^6A  FTU 

0.10 

1.32 

23.66 

1.20 

0.07 

0.06 

3,641 

0.10 

0.11 

3,678 

3,344 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

1  Annual  Emissions- Tons  I 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acroiein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.003 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

0.005 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenoi 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanoi 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

0.003 

0.000 

0.011 

- 

- 

0.048 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.011 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

0.004 

0.000 

0.014 

- 

- 

0.059 

- 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.009 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC^6A  FTU 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.013 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Setting 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 

Tetra- 

chioro- 

ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,  1,1- 
Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

0-Xylene 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.004 

0.000 

0.003 

0.001 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.005 

0.001 

0.004 

0.001 

- 

1 KC-46A  -  FTU  \ 

55% 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

60% 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC^6A  FTU 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  %  =  percent,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide, 
C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  mt  =  metric  tons,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 
PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.1-52.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2016 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM  JO 

PM2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

CO  2^ 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

50.07 

201.73 

837.56 

45.42 

2.92 

2.49 

136,813 

3.79 

4.25 

125,647 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-46A 

14.39 

49.54 

28.94 

2.34 

0.21 

0.19 

6,844 

0.19 

0.21 

6,286 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

0.21 

1.51 

1.70 

0.07 

0.25 

0.23 

1,848 

0.29 

0.00 

1,686 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

25.92 

234.56 

811.10 

68.54 

202.86 

202.86 

125,665 

3.48 

3.91 

104,917 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.87 

155.10 

210.64 

35.75 

52.00 

52.00 

65,544 

1.81 

2.04 

54,722 

Transient  Aircraft 

1.38 

5.07 

3.15 

0.31 

0.77 

0.77 

577 

0.02 

0.02 

530 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  C-17 

0.16 

7.77 

9.77 

0.64 

4.24 

4.24 

1,956 

0.05 

0.06 

1,633 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

0.99 

14.32 

7.07 

0.82 

0.05 

0.05 

2,481 

0.07 

0.08 

2,071 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
Existing  Aircraft 

0.59 

4.27 

4.83 

0.19 

0.71 

0.65 

5,181 

0.80 

0.06 

4,741 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

0.10 

1.01 

2.19 

0.01 

0.12 

0.10 

723 

0.00 

0.00 

657 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

0.16 

8.90 

1.12 

0.03 

0.10 

0.05 

1,684 

0.00 

0.00 

1,531 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

0.49 

26.35 

2.94 

0.07 

0.42 

0.18 

4,802 

0.01 

0.00 

4,366 

Nonroad  Equipment 

6.89 

96.45 

2.94 

0.63 

0.37 

0.37 

3,400 

8.10 

0.02 

3,250 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

0.14 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Souroes 

2.84 

8.73 

14.38 

0.26 

1.56 

0.70 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions- 2016 

108.19 

815.32 

1,938.34 

155.06 

266.59 

264.88 

357,518 

18.61 

10.65 

312,037 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

(55.39) 

(573.25) 

(1,069.38) 

(106.96) 

(262.74) 

(261.86) 

(208,787) 

(11.67) 

(6.17) 

(191,769) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 

Base  Case  Emissions 

52.80 

242.07 

868.96 

48.10 

3.85 

3.01 

148,731 

6.93 

4.47 

120,269 

Jackson  County  PSD  Thresholds 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

Proposed  Fractional  Increase  from 

Altus  2012  Emissions 

0.95 

0.42 

0.81 

0.45 

0.01 

0.01 

0.71 

0.59 

0.72 

0.63 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Cumene 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

2.157 

1.237 

0.849 

0.852 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-46A 

0.620 

0.356 

0.244 

0.245 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.094 

- 

0.199 

- 

0.007 

- 

0.036 

0.005 

- 

- 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.050 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.078 

0.032 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.003 

0.004 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  C-17 

0.004 

- 

0.008 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
Existing  Aircraft 

0.001 

0.000 

0.006 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

_ 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

0.010 

0.002 

0.027 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions -2016 

2.891 

1.598 

1.394 

1.099 

0.007 

0.006 

0.116 

0.037 

0.000 

- 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.114) 

(0.006) 

(0.307) 

(0.002) 

(0.007) 

(0.006) 

(0.116) 

(0.037) 

(0.000) 

(0.020) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 

Base  Case  Emissions 

2.777 

1.592 

1.087 

1.097 

■ 

- 

■ 

- 

0.000 

(0.020) 

Jackson  County  PSD  Thresholds 

Proposed  Fractional  Increase  from 

Altus  2012  Emissions 

24.37 

279.90 

3.54 

523.57 

■ 

- 

■ 

- 

0.49 

(1.00) 
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Table  D.1-52.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methyl¬ 

ene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.088 

6.216 

- 

0.912 

- 

- 

0.273 

0.367 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-46A 

- 

- 

0.025 

1.787 

- 

0.262 

- 

0.079 

0.105 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.005 

0.000 

- 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.020 

0.049 

0.197 

0.080 

0.022 

2.237 

- 

- 

0.127 

- 

0.019 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.186 

0.014 

2.040 

- 

- 

2.100 

- 

0.059 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.021 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  C-17 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.003 

0.001 

0.001 

0.083 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.000 

0.046 

- 

- 

0.036 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
Existing  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.003 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.014 

0.000 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

0.010 

0.021 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.076 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.167 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions- 2016 

0.020 

0.050 

0.198 

0.393 

8.068 

4.474 

1.303 

. 

2.308 

0.404 

0.551 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.050) 

(0.200) 

(0.271) 

(0.053) 

(4.454) 

(0.119) 

- 

(2.265) 

(0.114) 

(0.081) 

(0.031) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 

Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.030) 

(0.150) 

(0.073) 

0.341 

3.614 

4.355 

1.303 

(2.265) 

2.194 

0.323 

0.520 

Jackson  County  PSD  Threshoids 

Proposed  Fractionai  increase  from 

Aitus  2012  Emissions 

(0.60) 

(0.75) 

(0.27) 

6.48 

0.81 

36.60 

#DiV/0! 

(1.00) 

19.16 

3.96 

16.81 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

2,2,4 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

o-Xylene 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.156 

- 

- 

0.324 

- 

- 

- 

0.143 

0.084 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-46A 

- 

0.045 

0.093 

- 

0.041 

0.024 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

C-17  Aircraft  Operations 

0.030 

- 

- 

0.012 

0.069 

- 

0.092 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.030 

- 

0.050 

0.207 

- 

0.017 

- 

0.147 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  C-17 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

0.000 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  - 
KC-135 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.005 

- 

0.000 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
Existing  Aircraft 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment 

0.000 

0.195 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.035 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.033 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.002 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

_ 

0.011 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.011 

Total  Proposed  Emissions- 2016 

0.032 

0.196 

0.202 

0.043 

0.070 

0.520 

0.310 

0.000 

0.029 

0.183 

0.304 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.000) 

(0.241) 

(0.045) 

(0.070) 

(0.051) 

(0.372) 

(0.022) 

(0.000) 

(0.150) 

(0.081) 

(0.070) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 

Base  Case  Emissions 

0.032 

(0.045) 

0.157 

(0.027) 

0.018 

0.148 

0.288 

0.000 

(0.121) 

0.103 

0.235 

Jackson  County  PSD  Threshoids 

Proposed  Fractionai  increase  from 

Aitus  2012  Emissions 

89.80 

(0.19) 

3.51 

(0.38) 

0.36 

0.40 

12.94 

0.49 

(0.81) 

1.27 

3.37 

Key:  ( )  =  parenthesis  indicate  negative  numbers,  -  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon 
monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate 
matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PSD  =  Prevention  of 
Significant  Deterioration,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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D,2  FAIRCHILD  AIR  FORCE  BASE  REGIONAL  CLIMATE 

Fairchild  AFB  has  a  semi-arid  continental  climate,  characterized  by  pronounced  variations  in 
daily  and  seasonal  temperatures  and  seasonal  and  annual  precipitation.  Meteorological  data 
collected  at  Spokane  International  Airport  and  Fairchild  AFB  are  used  to  describe  the  climate  of 
the  Fairchild  AFB  project  region  (WRCC  2013a,  2013b,  2013c). 

Temperature.  Temperatures  at  Fairchild  AFB  are  relatively  warm  in  the  summer  months  and 
cold  during  the  winter.  The  average  high  and  low  temperatures  during  the  summer  months  at 
Spokane  International  Airport  range  from  about  84  °F  to  50  °F.  The  average  high  and  low 
temperatures  during  the  winter  months  range  from  48  °F  to  22  °F  (WRCC  2013a). 

Precipitation.  Average  annual  precipitation  at  Fairchild  AFB  is  16.1  inches.  Precipitation  is 
greatest  during  the  colder  months  of  the  year,  and  the  peak  monthly  average  of  2.2  inches  occurs 
in  December.  Precipitation  is  at  a  minimum  during  the  summer,  as  the  lowest  monthly  average  of 
0.5  inches  occurs  in  July.  Snow  is  common  during  the  coldest  months  of  the  year;  the  average 
annual  snowfall  is  42.0  inches  (WRCC  2013a). 

Prevailing  Winds.  Fairchild  AFB  experiences  fairly  breezy  conditions,  as  the  average  wind 
speed  for  eaeh  month  of  the  year  is  at  least  8.3  miles  per  hour  and  the  annual  average  wind  speed 
is  9.4  miles  per  hour  (WRCC  2013b).  The  colder  months  of  the  year  have  the  windiest 
conditions,  and  the  peak  average  monthly  winds  of  10.7  miles  per  hour  occur  in  March.  The 
wind  prevails  from  the  south-southwest  direction  for  11  months  of  the  year  at  Fairchild  AFB 
(WRCC  2013c). 
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D,2.1 


OPERATIONS  EMISSION  CALCULATIONS  FOR  THE  KC-46A  PROJECT 
SCENARIOS  AT  FAIRCHILD  AFB 

Table  D.2-1.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft 
at  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2008 


Aircraft 

Number  of  Operations  I 

LTO 

TGO 

LFB 

LFP 

Total 

C-17 

17,052 

35,092 

0 

35,092 

87,236 

kC-135 

6,702 

44,520 

0 

44,520 

95,742 

Transient 

195 

- 

- 

- 

195 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  LFB  =  iow  fiyby,  LFP  =  iow  fiight  pattern,  LTO  =  ianding  and 
takeoff,  TGO  =  touch  and  go. 

Source:  2008  AEI  (Weston  Soiutions,  inc.  2008). 


Table  D.2-2.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft 
at  Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Aircraft 

Number  of  Operations  | 

LTO 

TGO 

LFB 

LFP 

Total 

KC-135 

1,474 

- 

- 

5,983 

7,457 

UH-60 

1,302 

- 

- 

720 

2,022 

UH-1N 

412 

- 

- 

2,184 

2,596 

Transient 

975 

- 

- 

2,205 

3,179 

Totals 

4,162 

- 

- 

11,091 

15,253 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  LFB  =  iow  fiyby,  LFP  =  iow  flight  pattern,  LTO  =  landing  and 
takeoff,  TGO  =  touch  and  go. 

Source;  Table  2-11. 


Table  D.2-3.  Year  2012  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  Fairchild  AFB  -  KC-46A 

Project  Existing  Conditions 


Aircraft  Type/Operation 

Operations/ 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  (Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annual  Hours 

55% 

60% 

Climbout 

Takeoff 

55% 

60% 

Climbout 

Takeoff 

\  KC-135  I 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to  0\«rhead 

2,782 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

556 

93 

- 

46 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

1,890 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

157 

63 

- 

31 

Closed  Pattern  -  Taotical 

1,311 

8.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

175 

44 

44 

22 

iTotalTIMs-  I 

889 

199 

44 

100 

I  Transient^  \ 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to  Overhead 

1,025 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

205 

34 

- 

17 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

696 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

58 

23 

- 

12 

Closed  Pattern  -  Taotical 

483 

8.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

64 

16 

16 

8 

iTotalTIMs-  I 

327 

73 

16 

37 

®  Engine  setting  TIMs  assumed  =  KC-135  as  they  are  large  aircraft  =  C-17s  and  P-3Cs. 
Key:  -  =  No  activity,  %  =  percent,  TIM  =  Time  in  Mode,  VFR  =  visual  flight  rules. 


Final 


D-45 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.2-4.  Emission  Factors  and  Fuel  Usages  for  Existing  Aircraft  Operations  at 

Fairchild  AFB 


Aircraft/Mode 

Fuel  Usage 
(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,0 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

CO^e 

LTO 

KC-135 

5,134 

6.92 

102.65 

37.70 

5.44 

0.30 

0.30 

16,510 

0.46 

0.51 

16,678 

UH-60^ 

661 

1.40 

12.30 

3.40 

0.30 

2.30 

2.30 

3,000 

0.08 

0.09 

3,031 

uh-in" 

280 

0.67 

3.32 

1.28 

0.11 

1.18 

1.18 

893 

0.02 

0.03 

902 

Closed  Pattern 

KC-135  -  Tactical 

5,789 

0.32 

1.20 

94.59 

6.14 

0.32 

0.32 

18,617 

0.52 

0.58 

18,807 

UH-60^ 

343 

0.19 

1.89 

2.27 

0.14 

1.44 

1.44 

1,106 

0.03 

0.03 

1,117 

uh-in” 

106 

0.02 

0.36 

0.52 

0.04 

0.45 

0.45 

340 

0.01 

0.01 

343 

Aircraft/Mode 

Fuel  Usage 
(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadlene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloroform 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

LTO 

KC-135 

5,134 

- 

- 

0.010 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.011 

0.004 

- 

- 

UH-60^ 

661 

0.005 

0.002 

0.013 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.032 

uh-in" 

280 

0.002 

0.001 

0.006 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.014 

Closed  Pattern 

KC-135  -  Tactical 

5,789 

- 

- 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.009 

0.004 

- 

- 

UH-60^ 

343 

0.003 

0.001 

0.007 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.017 

uh-in” 

106 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.005 

AIrcraft/Mode 

Fuel  Usage 
(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

Dlbenzo- 

furan 

DIbutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dlnltro- 

phenol 

Dl(2- 

Ethylhexyl) 

Phthalate 

(DEHP) 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

LTO 

KC-135 

5,134 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.023 

0.003 

0.326 

- 

- 

0.291 

UH-60^ 

661 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

0.060 

- 

- 

0.005 

uh-in" 

280 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.025 

- 

- 

0.002 

Closed  Pattern 

KC-135  -  Tactical 

5,789 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.022 

0.000 

0.036 

- 

- 

0.229 

UH-60^ 

343 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.031 

- 

- 

0.003 

uh-in” 

106 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.010 

- 

- 

0.001 

AIrcraft/Mode 

Fuel  Usage 
(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propionald 

ehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethane 

Tetrachlor- 

oethene 

Toluene 

LTO 

KC-135 

5,134 

- 

- 

0.009 

- 

- 

0.005 

- 

0.010 

0.036 

UH-60^ 

661 

0.000 

- 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

0.004 

uh-in" 

280 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

0.002 

Closed  Pattern 

KC-135  -  Tactical 

5,789 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.009 

UH-60^ 

343 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

0.002 

uh-in" 

106 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

AIrcraft/Mode 

Fuel  Usage 
(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

1, 1, 1- 
Trlchloro- 

ethane 

Trlchloro- 

ethene 

vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

LTO 

KC-135 

5,134 

0.003 

- 

0.022 

0.007 

- 

UH-60^ 

661 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

uh-in" 

280 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

Closed  Pattern 

KC-135  -  Tactical 

5,789 

0.001 

- 

0.015 

0.003 

- 

UH-60^ 

343 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

uh-in” 

106 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

®  Aircraft  Emission  Estimates:  H-60  Landing  and  Takeoff  Cycle  and  In-Frame,  Maintenance  Testing  Using  JP-5  (Aircraft 


Environmental  Support  Office  -  Fleet  Readiness  Center  Southwest  [AESO]  2009a). 

*  Aircraft  Emission  Estimates:  FIFI/UFI-1N  Landing  and  Takeoff  Cycle  and  Maintenance  Testing  Using  JP-5  (AESO  2009b). 

GCA  Box  Pattern  -  Source:  Aircraft  Emission  Estimates:  FI-60  Mission  Operations  Using  JP-5  (AESO  201 1). 

GCA  Box  Pattern  -  Source:  Aircraft  Emission  Estimates:  UFI-1  and  FIFI-1  Mission  Operations  Using  JP-5  (AESO  2009c). 
Key:-^  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide 
equivalent,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in 
diameter,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  1 0  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.2-5.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Year  2012  Aircraft  Operations  at  Fairchild  AFB 
Scenarios  -  KC-46A  Project  Scenario  Existing  Conditions 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

l^OC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PMio 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N2O 

CO  2^ 

Alius  AFB  -  Year  2008 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations  1  0.79  I  2.90  1.80  I  0.18  1  0.44  I  0.44  I  330l  0.01  1  0.01  I  SsT 

Year  2012  -  LTOs 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

5.10 

75.65 

27.79 

4.01 

0.22 

0.22 

12,168 

0.34 

0.38 

12,292 

UH-60 

0.91 

8.00 

2.21 

0.20 

1.50 

1.50 

1,952 

0.05 

0.06 

1,972 

UH-1N 

0.14 

0.68 

0.26 

0.02 

0.24 

0.24 

184 

0.01 

0.01 

CD 

CO 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

3.95 

14.49 

9.00 

0.90 

2.20 

2.20 

1,649 

0.05 

0.05 

1,666 

Subtotal -Year  2012  LTOs 

10.10 

98.83 

39.26 

5.13 

4.16 

4.16 

15,953 

0.44 

0.50 

16,116 

1  Closed  Patterns  \ 

KC-135 -55% 

0.58 

17.79 

89.59 

8.09 

0.42 

0.42 

24,532 

0.68 

0.76 

24,782 

KC-135 -60% 

0.14 

3.64 

23.14 

1.97 

0.10 

0.10 

5,974 

0.17 

0.19 

6,035 

KC-135  -  Climbout 

0.03 

0.05 

9.07 

0.60 

0.03 

0.03 

1,823 

0.05 

0.06 

1,842 

KC-135 -Take-off 

0.07 

0.14 

28.78 

1.65 

0.11 

0.11 

5,003 

0.14 

0.16 

5,054 

UH-60 

0.07 

0.68 

0.82 

0.05 

0.52 

0.52 

398 

0.01 

0.01 

402 

UH-1N 

0.02 

0.39 

0.57 

0.04 

0.49 

0.49 

371 

0.01 

0.01 

375 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.30 

7.97 

55.49 

4.53 

0.24 

0.24 

13,757 

0.38 

0.43 

13,897 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Closed  Patterns 

1.22 

30.65 

207.45 

16.93 

1.92 

1.92 

51,858 

1.44 

1.61 

52,388 

Total  Year  2012 

11.31 

129.49 

246.71 

22.06 

6.08 

6.08 

67,811 

1.88 

2.11 

68,504 

Total  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

5.92 

97.27 

178.37 

16.32 

0.89 

0.89 

1.37 

1.54 

Total  UH-60 

0.98 

8.68 

3.03 

0.25 

2.02 

2.02 

0.07 

2,374 

Total  UH-1N 

0.16 

1.08 

0.83 

0.07 

0.73 

0.73 

1  555  1 

0.02 

561 

Total  Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

4.25 

22.46 

64.48 

5.43 

2.44 

2.44 

0.43 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

Aceialde- 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Teira- 

chloride 

Chloroform 

Chloro- 

meihane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

Alius  AFB  -  Year  2008 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations  I  0.002  |  0.002  I  0.003  I  -I  -I  -I  -I  -I  -I 

Year  2012  -  LTOs 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.008 

0.003 

- 

- 

UH-60 

0.003 

0.001 

0.008 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.021 

UH-1N 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.003 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal -Year  2012  LTOs 

0.013 

0.012 

0.034 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.008 

0.003 

0.000 

0.024 

1  Closed  Patierns  \ 

KC-135 -55% 

- 

- 

0.015 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.014 

0.006 

- 

- 

KC-135 -60% 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.003 

0.002 

- 

- 

KC-135  -  Climbout 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

KC-135 -Take-off 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

UH-60 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.006 

UH-1N 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.006 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Closed  Patterns 

0.002 

0.002 

0.026 

- 

0.000 

0.005 

0.020 

0.009 

0.000 

0.012 

Total  Year  2012 

0.015 

0.014 

0.060 

- 

0.000 

0.005 

0.028 

0.012 

0.000 

0.035 

Total  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.027 

- 

- 

0.005 

0.028 

0.012 

- 

- 

Total  UH-60 

0.004 

0.002 

0.011 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.027 

Total  UH-1N 

0.001 

0.001 

0.003 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.008 

Total  Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.010 

0.012 

0.018 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.2-5.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Year  2012  Aircraft  Operations  at  Fairchild  AFB 
Scenarios  -  KC-46A  Project  Scenario  Existing  Conditions  (Continued) 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions -Tons  | 

Dibenzo- 

furan 

DIbutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dlchloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dlnitro- 

phenol 

Di(2- 

Ethylhexyl) 

Phthalate 

(DEHP) 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

AltusAFB-  Year  2008 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations  I  -I  -I  -I  -I  -I  0.000  I  0.012  |  -I  -I 

Year  2012  -  LTOs 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.017 

0.002 

0.240 

- 

- 

0.215 

UH-60 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.039 

- 

- 

0.003 

UH-1N 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.000 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.06 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal -Year  2012  LTOs 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.017 

0.004 

0.344 

- 

- 

0.218 

\ciosed  Patterns  \ 

KC-135  -  55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.022 

0.002 

0.082 

- 

- 

0.361 

KC-135  -  60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.000 

0.018 

- 

- 

0.089 

KC-135  -  Climbout 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.029 

KC-135 -Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

0.011 

- 

- 

0.003 

UH-60 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.011 

- 

- 

0.001 

UH-1N 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.010 

- 

- 

0.001 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.005 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Closed  Patterns 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.034 

0.003 

0.140 

- 

- 

0.483 

Total  Year  2012 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.051 

0.007 

0.484 

- 

- 

0.702 

Total  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.050 

0.005 

- 

- 

Total  UH-60 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

- 

Total  UH-1N 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Total  Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

Scenario/Source 

1  Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propionald- 

ehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetrachlor- 

oethene 

Toluene 

AltusAFB  -  Year  2008 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations  I  - 1  -  0.001  I  - 1  - 1  - 1  0.001  I  - 1  - 1  0.002 

Year  2012  -  LTOs 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

- 

0.004 

- 

0.007 

0.026 

UH-60 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

0.002 

UH-1N 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.01 

Subtotal -Year  2012  LTOs 

0.000 

- 

0.013 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.007 

0.000 

0.007 

0.037 

1  Closed  Patterns  \ 

KC-135 -55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.015 

0.031 

KC-135 -60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.007 

KC-135  -  Climbout 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

KC-135 -Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.002 

UH-60 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

UH-1N 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Closed  Patterns 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

0.020 

0.042 

Total  Year  2012 

0.000 

- 

0.014 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.008 

0.000 

0.027 

0.079 

Total  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

- 

0.004 

- 

0.027 

0.066 

Total  UH-60 

0.000 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

0.003 

Total  UH-1N 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

Total  Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.009 

Final 


D-48 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.2-5.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Year  2012  Aircraft  Operations  at  Fairchild  AFB 
Scenarios  -  KC-46A  Project  Scenario  Existing  Conditions  (Continued) 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Trichloro- 

ethene 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

Alius  AFB  -  Year  2008 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations  I  - 1  - 1  - 1  - 1 

Year  2012  -  LTOs 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

0.002 

- 

0.016 

0.005 

- 

UH-60 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

UH-1N 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal -Year  2012  LTOs 

0.003 

0.000 

0.016 

0.006 

0.001 

1  Closed  Patterns  \ 

KC-135 -55% 

0.003 

- 

0.025 

0.009 

- 

KC-135 -60% 

0.001 

- 

0.006 

0.002 

- 

KC-135  -  Climbout 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

KC-135 -Take-off 

0.000 

- 

0.004 

0.001 

- 

UH-60 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

UH-1N 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Closed  Patterns 

0.005 

0.000 

0.036 

0.012 

0.000 

Total  Year  2012 

0.007 

0.000 

0.052 

0.018 

0.001 

Total  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

0.007 

- 

0.052 

0.017 

- 

Total  UH-60 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Total  UH-1N 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Total  Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  %  =  percent,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide, 
CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide, 
PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.2-6.  Year  2012  AGE  Usages  -  Fairchild  AFB 


Source 

Hp 

Load  Factor 

Annual  Hours 

Annual  HP-Hrs 

Floodlight  (FL-1D  &  NF2D  & 
lightcart) 

10.5 

0.74 

4,320 

33,566 

MC-2A  Air  Compressor 

10.5 

0.48 

108 

544 

Jacking  Manifold 

24.0 

0.51 

120 

1,469 

MC-7  Air  Compressor 

48.0 

0.48 

25 

576 

SGNSC 

49.0 

0.51 

286 

7,147 

MC20  Air  Compressor 

50.0 

1.00 

42 

2,100 

Subtotal  - 10-50  Hp 

45,403 

Generator,  A/M32A-60A 

80.4 

0.95 

5 

382 

Generator  Set  (Power  Unit)  - 
86/B809 

105.9 

0.95 

18,480 

1 ,858,478 

Air  Conditioners,  MA-3D 

120.0 

0.28 

25 

840 

A/M32A-95  LASS  Air  Cart 

127.3 

0.95 

168 

20,317 

Next  Generation  Heater  (NGH) 

154.1 

0.95 

918 

134,391 

Subtotal  - 100-175  Hp 

2,014,026 

HydTest  Stand,  (KC-135) 

195.0 

0.51 

66 

6,564 

Hyd  Test  Stand,  Helicopter 

195.0 

0.51 

16 

1,591 

Subtotal  - 176-300  Hp 

8,155 

Key:  Flp  =  horsepower,  Fir  =  hour,  NGFI  =  Next  Generation  Fleater, 
SGNSC  =  Self-Generating  Nitrogen  Servicing  Cart. 

Source:  SAIC  201 3g. 
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Table  D.2-7.  Year  2012  Average  Nonroad  Equipment  Emission  Factors  -  Fairchild  AFB 


Hp  Category/Fuel  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams^Horsepower)^ 

VOC 

CO 

wo. 

S02 

PM  10 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

COsS 

Year  2012 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  25-40  Hp 

0.70 

3.43 

4.87 

0.13 

0.50 

0.46 

608.97 

0.094 

0.007 

613 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  41  -50  Hp 

0.50 

2.56 

4.93 

0.13 

0.45 

0.41 

609.60 

0.094 

0.007 

614 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  51  -75  Hp 

0.48 

2.52 

4.90 

0.13 

0.44 

0.40 

610.89 

0.094 

0.007 

615 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  76-100  Hp 

0.52 

3.68 

4.61 

0.13 

0.53 

0.49 

607.38 

0.094 

0.007 

611 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 101-175  Hp 

0.54 

3.92 

4.58 

0.13 

0.61 

0.56 

607.97 

0.094 

0.007 

612 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  1 76-300  Hp 

0.38 

1.72 

4.09 

0.11 

0.38 

0.35 

546.53 

0.094 

0.007 

551 

Hp  Category/Fuel  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Horsepower)^ 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3-Butad- 

iene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

Year  2012 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  25-40  Hp 

0.052 

0.008 

0.014 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  41-50  Hp 

0.037 

0.006 

0.010 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  51-75  Hp 

0.036 

0.006 

0.010 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  76-100  Hp 

0.039 

0.006 

0.011 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 101-175  Hp 

0.040 

0.006 

0.011 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  176-300  Hp 

0.028 

0.004 

0.008 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Hp  Category/Fuel  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Gram^Horsepower)^ 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methyl¬ 

ene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

Year  2012 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  25-40  Hp 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.105 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  41-50  Hp 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.075 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  51-75  Hp 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.072 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  76-100  Hp 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.078 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 101-175  Hp 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.081 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  176-300  Hp 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.057 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Hp  Category/Fuel  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Horsepower)^ 

POM 

Propio- 

nald- 

ehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1, 1, 1- 
Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

o-Xylene 

Year  2012 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  25-40  Hp 

0.000 

0.007 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.011 

- 

- 

- 

0.007 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  41-50  Hp 

0.000 

0.005 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

0.005 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  51-75  Hp 

0.000 

0.005 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

- 

0.005 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  76-100  Hp 

0.000 

0.005 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 101-175  Hp 

0.000 

0.005 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  176-300  Hp 

0.000 

0.004 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

0.004 

®  Year  2012  factors  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  NONROAD2008a  modei  (USEPA  2009)  for  Spokane  County,  Washington. 
Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particuiar  poiiutant,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivaient,  EPA  =  Environmentai  Protection  Agency,  Hp  =  horsepower,  NO,  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide. 


PM2.5  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PMio=  particuiate  matter  iess  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  suifur 
dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.2-8.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  AGE  Usages  from  Existing  Aircraft  at  Fairchild 

AFB  -  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

S02 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2^ 

\  Year  2012  \ 

10-50  Hp 

0.04 

0.17 

0.24 

0.01 

0.03 

0.02 

30 

0.00 

0.00 

31 

76-100  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0 

101-175  Hp 

1.20 

8.70 

10.17 

0.29 

1.35 

1.25 

1,350 

0.21 

0.01 

1,359 

176-300  Hp 

0.00 

0.02 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

5 

0.00 

0.00 

5 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

1.24 

8.89 

10.45 

0.30 

1.38 

1.27 

1,385 

0.21 

0.02 

1,395 

\  Year  2016  I 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016“ 

0.56  I  4.03  I  4.58  |  0.18  |  0.67  |  0.62  |  895  |  0.14  |  0.01  |  901  | 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloroform 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

{Year  2012  \ 

10-50  Hp 

0.003 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

76-100  Hp 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

101-175  Hp 

0.089 

0.014 

0.024 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

176-300  Hp 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

0.092 

0.014 

0.025 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

\  Year  2016  I 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016“ 

0.04  1  0.01  1  0.01  1  0.001  1  -1  -1  -1  -1  -1  -1 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenoi 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth- 

aiene 

Phenol 

\Year2012  \ 

10-50  Hp 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.005 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

76-100  Hp 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

101-175  Hp 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.179 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

176-300  Hp 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.185 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

[Year  2016  I 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016“ 

-  1  -  1  0.002  1  0.08  1  0.001  1  -  1  -  1  -  1  -  1  -  1 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

POM 

Propionald- 

ehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetrachlor- 

oethene 

Toiuene 

1, 1, 1- 
Trichloro- 
ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xyiene 

o-Xyiene 

\  Year  2012  \ 

10-50  Hp 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

76-100  Hp 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

101-175  Hp 

0.000 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.018 

- 

- 

- 

0.013 

176-300  Hp 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

0.000 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.019 

- 

- 

- 

0.013 

Year  2016 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016“  I  0.000  |  0.01  |  0.000  |  - 1  - 1  0.01  |  - 1  - 1  -  |  0.01 

^  2012  AGE  emissions  *  (2016  existing  aircraft  LTOs  /  2012  totai  existing  LTOs)  *  (2016/2012  Nonroad  EFs). 

Key:-^  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide, 
CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  EFs  =  emission  factors,  Flp  =  horsepower,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff, 
NOx=  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PMio=  particulate  matter 
less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.2-9.  Existing  Aircraft  On-Wing  Engine  Testing  Activity  Data  for 

Altus  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Test^ 

Year“ 

#  of 

Engines 

Duration 
(Minute  sf 

Engine  Setting/Annual  Engine  Hours 

Idle 

Approach 

Intermediate 

Takeoff 

KC-135 

60-HR  INSPECTION 

66 

4 

15 

66.0 

- 

- 

- 

120-HR  INSPECTION 

66 

4 

15 

66.0 

- 

- 

- 

Idle  runs  for  maintenance 

130 

1 

15 

32.5 

- 

- 

- 

Idle  runs  for  maintenance 

104 

2 

15 

52.0 

- 

- 

Idle  runs  for  maintenance 

26 

4 

15 

26.0 

- 

- 

- 

141  ARW  EXPO  SORTIE  PREFLIGHT 

445 

4 

10 

296.4 

- 

- 

_ 

141  ARW  EXPO  SORTIE  POST-FLIGHT 

445 

4 

6 

177.8 

- 

- 

- 

DEFUELING 

66 

1 

60 

66.0 

- 

- 

- 

PREFLIGHT 

1,027 

4 

10 

684.7 

- 

- 

- 

POSTFLIGHT 

1,027 

2 

5 

171.2 

- 

- 

- 

HIGH  POWER  ENGINE  RUNS 

80 

2 

90 

240.0 

_ 

- 

_ 

HIGH  POWER  ENGINE  RUNS 

80 

2 

15 

- 

40.0 

- 

- 

HIGH  POWER  ENGINE  RUNS 

80 

2 

30 

- 

- 

80.0 

- 

HIGH  POWER  ENGINE  RUNS 

80 

2 

15 

- 

- 

- 

40.0 

Total  Time  In  Modes  -  KC-135 

1,879 

40 

80 

40 

UH-1M 

36  ROE  UH-1N  MX 

30 

2 

30 

30.0 

- 

- 

- 

36  ROE  UH-1 N  Hovers  -  All 

412 

2 

16 

219.7 

_ 

- 

- 

Total  Time  In  Modes  -  KC-135 

250 

- 

- 

- 

UH-60 

ARNG  H-60  Preflight  Hover 

1,302 

2 

2 

86.8 

- 

- 

- 

ARNG  H-60  Hovers 

66 

2 

15 

33.0 

- 

- 

- 

ARNG  H-60  MX  PROCEDURE 

78 

2 

35 

91.0 

- 

- 

_ 

Total  Time  In  Modes  -  KC-135 

211 

- 

- 

- 

^  Source  is  SAIC  201 3i. 

Key:  -  =  Source  does  not  emit  particuiar  poiiutant,  #  =  number,  ARNG  =  Air  Nationai  Guard,  ARW  =  Air  Refueiing  Wing,  hr  =  hour. 
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Table  D.2-10.  Emissions  Factors  by  Engine  Setting  for  Aircraft  at 
Fairchild  AFB  -  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario 


Engine/Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(pounds/hour) 

Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)^  I 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N2O 

CO  2^ 

\CFM56-2B-1*'  I 

Idle 

1,014 

2.10 

30.70 

4.00 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Approach 

2.463 

0.09 

4.20 

8.20 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Intermediate 

6,486 

0.06 

0.09 

16.00 

1.06 

0.05 

0.05 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Military 

7,801 

0.05 

0.09 

18.50 

1.06 

0.07 

0.07 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

T400-CP^0‘ 

Warm-up  I  Tisi  6.21  |  28.36  I  3.13  I  0.40  I  4.20  I  4.20  I  3,216  0.09  I  0.10  I  3,249 

T700-GE-700  “ 

Taxi  Oul  1  soil  0.66  1  16.01  1  4.85  1  0.40  1  4.20  1  4.20  1  3,216  0.09  1  0.10  1  3,249 

P&W4062‘ 

Idle 

1,663 

12.49 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.10 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Approach 

5,702 

0.10 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Intermediate 

16,870 

0.08 

0.50 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Military 

21,622 

0.09 

0.61 

34.36 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

1 KC-46A  APU  -  Honeywell  331-400C*  \ 

Pounds  per  Hour 

N/A 

0.04  1  0.33  1  6.72  1  0.56  |  0.05  |  0.04 1  1,373  |  0.04  |  0.04  |  1,387 

Engine/Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(pounds/hour) 

Emission  Factors  (Pound^lOOO  Pounds  Fuel)^ 

Acetald¬ 

ehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

\CFM56-2B-1*'  1 

Idle 

1,014 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

Approach 

2.463 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

6,486 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

Military 

7,801 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

1 T400-CP-400^  1 

Warm-up  I  148 

0.018 

0.007 

0.049 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.001 

0.121 

T700-GE-700  “ 

- 

- 

_ 

- 

- 

- 

* 

- 

- 

Taxi  Out  1  308 

0.018 

0.007 

0.049 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.001 

0.121 

\P&W  4062^  1 

Idle 

1,663 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

5,702 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

16,870 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

21,622 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1 KC-46A  APU  -  Honeywell  331-400C*  I 

Pounds  per  Hour 

N/A 

^  q  q  q  q  ^  ^  ^ 

Engine/Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(pounds/hour) 

Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)^ 

Dibenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

Di(2-Ethy- 

Ihexyl) 

Phthalate 

(DEHP) 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\CFM56-2B-l‘’  1 

Idle 

1,014 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.001 

0.095 

- 

- 

0.068 

Approach 

2.463 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

0.015 

- 

- 

0.045 

Intermediate 

6,486 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.005 

- 

0.006 

- 

- 

0.051 

Military 

7,801 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

0.002 

T400-CP^0‘ 

Warm-up  I  Tiil  0.000  I  0.000  I  U  0.001  I  0.002  |  0.219  U  U  0.011 

T700-GE-700  " 

Taxi  Oul  1  soil  0.000  1  0.000  1  0.001  1  0.002  I  0.219  0.011 

P&W4062‘ 

Idle 

1,663 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

5,702 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

16,870 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

21,622 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1 KC-46A  APU  -  Honeywell  331-400&  I 

1  Pounds  per  Hour 

1  n/a|  -I  -1  -1  -1  -1  -1  -1  -1  -1  -1 

Final 


D-53 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.2-10.  Emissions  Factors  by  Engine  Setting  for  Aircraft  at 
Fairchild  AFB  -  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  (Continued) 


Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)^ 

Engine/Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(pounds/hour) 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethane 

Toluene 

CFM56-2B-1‘‘ 

Idle 

1,014 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.002 

0.009 

Approach 

2,463 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.006 

Intermediate 

6,486 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

Military 

7,801 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

T400-CP-400‘ 

Warm-Up 

148 

0.001 

- 

0.007 

0.006 

- 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.013 

T700-aE-700  " 

Taxi  Out 

308 

0.001 

- 

0.007 

0.006 

- 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.013 

P&W4062‘ 

Idle 

1,663 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

5,702 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

16,870 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

21,622 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

KC-46A  APU  ■  Honeywell  331-400C' 

Pounds  per  Hour 

N/A 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)^ 

Engine/Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(pounds'hour) 

1,1,1- 

Trichloroet 

hane 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

CFMS6-2B-1‘‘ 

Idle 

1,014 

0.001 

- 

0.005 

0.002 

- 

Approach 

2,463 

0.001 

- 

0.004 

0.002 

- 

Intermediate 

6,486 

- 

0.003 

0.001 

- 

Military 

7,801 

0.000 

- 

0.002 

0.000 

- 

T400-CP-400‘ 

Warm-up 

148 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.003 

T700-GE-700  “ 

Taxi  Out 

308 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.003 

PSiW4062‘ 

Idle 

1,663 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

5,702 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

16,870 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

21,622 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

KC-46A  APU  ■  Honeywell  331-400C' 

Pounds  per  Hour 

N/A 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

®  Data  are  for  1  engine. 

Data  from  Air  Emissions  Factor  Guide  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013),  except  miiitary  data  for  the  F1 17  engine  from 


(AFCEE  2009). 

The  UH-1  has  two  T400-CP-400  engines  (AESO  2009c). 

The  UH-60  has  two  T700-GE-700  engines  (AESO  2011). 

®  ICAO  Engine  Exhaust  Emissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  (ICAO  2013). 

'  Source  is  Boeing  2013a. 

Key;  APU  =  auxiliary  power  unit,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  0020  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 
hr  =  hour,  ICAO  =  International  Civil  Aviation  Organization,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 

N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  P&W  =  Pratt  &  Whitney,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PMio=  particulate  matter 
less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  suifur  dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.2-11.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Existing  Aircraft  On-Wing  Engine  Testing 

Activities  for  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Type 

voc 

CO 

NO, 

S02 

PM„ 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2  e 

\kC-135 

idle 

2.00 

29.23 

3.81 

1.01 

0.06 

0.06 

3,062 

0.08 

0.10 

3,094 

Approach 

0.00 

0.21 

0.40 

0.05 

0.00 

0.00 

158 

0.00 

0.00 

160 

intermediate 

0.01 

0.02 

4.15 

0.28 

0.01 

0.01 

834 

0.02 

0.03 

843 

Military 

0.01 

0.01 

2.89 

0.17 

0.01 

0.01 

502 

0.01 

0.02 

507 

Subtotai  KC-135 

2.03 

29.48 

11.25 

1.50 

0.08 

0.08 

4,557 

0.13 

0.14 

4,604 

UH-1M 

Warm-up 

0.11 

0.52 

0.06 

0.01 

0.08 

0.08 

59 

0.00 

0.00 

60 

Subtotai  KC-135 

0.11 

0.52 

0.06 

0.01 

0.08 

0.08 

59 

0.00 

0.00 

60 

UH-60 

Taxi  Out 

0.02 

0.52 

0.16 

0.01 

0.14 

0.14 

104 

0.00 

0.00 

105 

Subtotai  KC-135 

0.02 

0.52 

0.16 

0.01 

0.14 

0.14 

104 

0.00 

0.00 

105 

Total  Emissions- 2012 

2.17 

30.52 

11.47 

1.52 

0.30 

0.30 

4,721 

0.13 

0.15 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Type 

1  Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

Acetaldehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3-Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetrachloride 

Chloroform 

\  KC-135 

idle 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

Approach 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Military 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.003 

UH-1M 

Warm-up 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-135 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

UH-60 

Taxi  Out 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-135 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

0.001 

0.000 

0.005 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Type 

1  Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Creso! 

Dibenzofuran 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2-Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

\  KC-135 

Idle 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

UH-1M 

Warm-up 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

UH-60 

Taxi  Out 

- 

0.000 

0.004 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

0.000 

0.004 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

0.001 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 
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Table  D.2-11.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Existing  Aircraft  On-Wing  Engine  Testing 
Activities  for  Altus  AFB  -  Year  2012  (Continued) 


Scenario/ 

Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

Df(2-Ethymexyl) 
Phthalate  (DEHP) 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

\kC-135 

Idle 

0.005 

0.001 

0.091 

- 

- 

0.064 

- 

Approach 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

Intermediate 

0.001 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.013 

- 

Military 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

0.007 

0.001 

0.094 

- 

- 

0.080 

- 

UH-1M 

Warm-up 

0.000 

0.000 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-135 

0.000 

0.000 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

UH-60 

Taxi  Out 

0.000 

0.000 

0.007 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-135 

0.000 

0.000 

0.007 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

0.007 

0.001 

0.105 

- 

- 

0.080 

0.000 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

MTBE 

Naphthalene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propionalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetrachloro- 

ethane 

\kC-135 

Idle 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

UH-1M 

Warm-up 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

UH-60 

Taxi  Out 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

- 

0.003 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

Scenario/ 

Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

Tetrachloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1, 1,1- 
Trichloro- 

ethane 

Trichloro- 

ethene 

Vinyl  Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

\kC-135 

Idle 

0.002 

0.009 

0.001 

- 

0.005 

0.002 

- 

Approach 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Intermediate 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Military 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

0.002 

0.009 

0.001 

- 

0.006 

0.002 

- 

UH-1M 

Warm-up 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

UH-60 

Taxi  Out 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

0.002 

0.010 

0.001 

- 

0.006 

0.002 

0.000 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM2.5=  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 

PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.2-12.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Landings  and  Take-offs  at 
Fairchild  AFB  -  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario 


Scenario/Ope  ration 

Operations 

per 

Year“ 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annuai  Hours 

Idle  1  Approach  \  Intermediate  \  Takeoff 

Idle  1  Approach  \  Intermediate  \  Takeoff 

KC-46A  -  MOB  1 

LTO  1  2,815  1  47.7  |  sJ]  TTI  OtI  2,238  I  24?!  75^  W 

EIS  Table  2-11. 

Key:  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base. 


Table  D.2-13.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at 
Fairchild  AFB  -  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations 

per 

Year" 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annuai  Hours 

55% 

60% 

Cllmbout 

Takeoff 

55% 

60% 

Cllmbout 

Takeoff 

MOB  1 

Closed  Pattern  - 
Radar  &  Initial  to 
0\«rhead 

6,415 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

1,283 

214 

- 

107 

Closed  Pattern  - 
VFR 

4,357 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

363 

145 

- 

73 

Closed  Pattern  - 
Tactical 

3,023 

8.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

403 

101 

101 

50 

TIMS-KC-46A  MOB1 

2,049 

460 

101 

230 

®  EIS  Table  2-1 1  and  SAIC  20131.  Closed  Pattern  -  Tactical  ops  reduced  by  7.5%  to  reflect  amount  of  time  above  3,000  feet  AGL. 
Key:-  =  No  activity,  %  =  percent,  AGL  =  above  ground  level,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  ops  =  operations,  VFR  =  visual 
flight  rules. 


Table  D.2-14.  Annual  Aircraft  LTOs  at 
Fairchild  AFB  -  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Aircraft 

Annual  LTOs 

2012 

MOB  1 

KC-135 

1,474 

- 

UH-60 

1,302 

1,302 

UH-1N 

412 

412 

Transient 

975 

975 

KC-46A 

- 

2,815 

Total  LTOs 

4,162 

5,503 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  MOB  1  =  First  Main 
Operating  Base. 
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Table  D.2-15.  Annual  Average  Nonroad  Equipment  Emission 
Factors  -  Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Emission  Factors  (Grams^Horse 

power)® 

HP  Category/Fuel  Type 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMw 

PM  2, 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

COse 

Year  2012 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

0.54 

3.92 

4.58 

0.13 

0.61 

0.56 

608 

0.094 

0.007 

612 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

0.38 

2.75 

3.11 

0.12 

0.46 

0.42 

608 

0.094 

0.007 

612 

Emission  Factors  (Grams^Horse 

power)® 

HP  Category/Fuel  Type 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

Year  2012 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

0.040 

0.006 

0.011 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

0.028 

0.004 

0.008 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Emission  Factors  (Grams^Horse 

power)® 

HP  Category/Fuel  Type 

2,4-Dlnitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

Year  2012 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.081 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.057 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Emission  Factors  (Grams^Horse 

power)® 

HP  Category/Fuel  Type 

POM 

Propio- 

naldehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

Year  2012 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

- 

0.004 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

0.004 

^  Data  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  NONROAD  2008a  modei  (USEPA  2009)  for  Spokane  County,  Washington. 


Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  Hp  =  horsepower,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 

PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.2-16.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  AGE  Usages  - 
Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario 


Scenario/Source 

Annuai  Emissions -Tons 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM„ 

PM^s 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

CO^e 

Year  2012 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

1.24 

8.89 

10.45 

0.30 

1.38 

1.27 

1,385 

0.21 

0.02 

1.395 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

1.24 

8.89 

10.45 

0.30 

1.38 

1.27 

1,385 

0.21 

0.02 

1,395 

Year  2016  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

0.59 

4.22 

4.80 

0.18 

0.71 

0.65 

937.05 

0.14 

0.01 

943 

Subtotal  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

0.59 

4.22 

4.80 

0.18 

0.71 

0.65 

937 

0.14 

0.01 

943 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions -Tons 

Acetaid- 

ehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dlchloro- 

propane 

Year  2012 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.092 

0.014 

0.025 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

0.092 

0.014 

0.025 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

0.044 

0.007 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

0.044 

0.007 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions -Tons 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

Year  2012 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.185 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.185 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.088 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.088 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions -Tons 

POM 

Propion- 

alde- 

hyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

Year  2012 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment 

0.000 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.019 

- 

- 

- 

0.013 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 

0.000 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.019 

- 

- 

- 

0.013 

Year  2016  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment® 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

Subtotal  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

201 2  AGE  emissions  *  201 6  KC-46A  LTOs  /  201 2  total  LTOs  *  201 6/201 2  Nonroad  EFs. 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide, 
CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  Hp  =  horsepower,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  N2O  =  nitrous 
oxide,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than 
10  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.2-17.  Annual  VMT  for  GMVs  by  Vehicle  Class  - 
Fairchild  AFB  Project  Scenarios 


VEH  TYPE  NAME 

#of  Vehicles 

M/H/U/K  CODE 

FUEL  TYPE 

VEH  WEIGHT 

ANNUAL  VMT 

TRK  DIGGER  DERRICK  MAIN 

1 

H 

- 

56,000 

100 

SDN  LAW  ENF 

4 

M 

A 

3,069 

26,000 

SDN  CMPT4PAXCL  II 

1 

M 

A 

3,300 

1,900 

SDN  CMPT4PAXCL  II 

17 

M 

A 

3,300 

1,900 

TRK  3/4T  CREW  CAB  4X2  PU 

5 

M 

A 

2,838 

4,800 

TRK  3/4T  CREW  CAB  4X4  PU 

6 

M 

A 

9,200 

7,200 

TRK  1/2T4X4  4600&5799GVW 

2 

M 

A 

7,999 

2,800 

TRK  STK  4X2  1  T  7000  GVW 

5 

M 

A 

4,070 

2,800 

TRK  CRL  4X2  8  PAX 

1 

M 

A 

4,800 

3,700 

TRK  PU  CMPT4)^ 

6 

M 

A 

2,400 

3,600 

TRK  CRL  4X2  15  PAX 

1 

M 

A 

5,830 

7,200 

TRK  CGO  CMPT4X4  3500G  G 

1 

M 

A 

5,540 

4,800 

TRK  CRL  4X2  7  PAX 

13 

M 

A 

4,800 

4,800 

Maint  Utility  Del  Van 

6 

M 

A 

9,200 

3,400 

TRK  UTILIPi^  4X^  4  DOOR 

3 

M 

A 

6,180 

7,500 

TRK  1/2T  CREW  CAB  4X4 

2 

M 

A 

6,180 

4,800 

Total  VMT  -  Alternative  Fuels 

87,300 

DEICER  TRUCK  MOUNTED 

9 

H 

D 

53,500 

150 

LAVATORY  SERVICE  TRUCK 

1 

H 

D 

9,300 

100 

STAIRCASE  TRUCK 

1 

H 

D 

14,100 

100 

TRAC  ACFTTWG  MB-2 

7 

H 

D 

53,000 

150 

TRAC  TOW  SUPPORT  EQP 

7 

H 

D 

9,320 

300 

FFTT  4X4 

2 

H 

D 

9,320 

300 

AMB  MODULAR  4X4 

2 

M 

D 

10,190 

5,000 

BUS  MTR  16PAX4X2  DED/A12 

3 

M 

D 

14,050 

800 

BUS  SCH  25-29  PAX  4X2  DE 

3 

M 

D 

26,500 

3,000 

BUS  SCH  42&45  PAX  4X2  DE 

6 

M 

D 

16,954 

8,500 

TRK  TK  FUEL  1200  GL  4X2 

3 

H 

D 

16,700 

200 

TRK  TK  FUEL  1200  GL  4X4 

1 

H 

D 

16,700 

200 

TRK  TRAC  6X4  MLOX64-72K 

1 

M 

D 

58,000 

5,600 

TRK  TK  6000  GAL  R11  DED 

8 

H 

D 

23,960 

550 

TRK  V  HILFT  21 OOOG  3T  DE 

1 

M 

D 

21,560 

100 

TRK  HI  LIFT  CGO  6X4  9T 

1 

M 

Z 

19,950 

100 

TRK  MAINT  3/4T  4X4  GED 

2 

M 

D 

5,790 

2,500 

TRK  3/4T  CREW  CAB  4X2  PU 

1 

M 

D 

9,200 

4,800 

TRK  3/4T  CREW  CAB  4X4  PU 

5 

M 

D 

9,200 

7,200 

TRK  DP  4X4  24M  &  33999G 

4 

M 

D 

13,035 

1,500 

TRK  V  REFRGR  4X2  19000G 

1 

M 

D 

11,480 

1,000 

TRK  CGO  4X4  17M&20999G  G 

1 

M 

D 

11,955 

3,600 

TRK  MAINT  TEL-UT  4X2 

23 

M 

D 

5,900 

5,000 

TRK  DP  24000-33000G  4X2 

5 

M 

D 

12,675 

1,500 

TRK  STK  4X2  1  T  7000  GVW 

5 

M 

D 

8,500 

2,800 

TRK  STK  HI  LIFT3T 

1 

M 

D 

19,320 

100 

TRK  HI  REA  30&59  FT 

1 

H 

D 

33,000 

200 

TRK  HYDRANT  FUELING  R-12 

8 

H 

D 

16,425 

420 

Maint  Utility  Del  Van 

4 

M 

D 

6,400 

3,400 

TRK  S&P  10000GVW  4M 

1 

M 

D 

8,500 

3,600 

TRK  WKR  HYD  TYPE  1  32000 

1 

M 

D 

22,430 

1,200 

TRK  TRAC  6X4  39.5-43K  GVW 

1 

M 

D 

13,780 

3,600 

TRK  DP  44500GVW  6Xt 

3 

M 

D 

46,000 

1,200 

TRUCK  WRECKER  TILT-BED 

1 

M 

D 

27,360 

2,000 

TRK  HMMWV  (M1165A1) 

1 

M 

D 

5,900 

50 

SEWER  TRK  SINGLE  AXLE 

1 

H 

D 

12,940 

300 
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Table  D.2-17.  Annual  VMT  for  GMVs  by  Vehicle  Class  - 
Fairchild  AFB  Project  Scenarios  (Continued) 


VEH  TYPE  NAME 

#of  Vehicles 

M/H/U/K  CODE 

FUEL  TYPE 

VEH  WEIGHT 

ANNUAL  VMT 

HMMWV  M1151A1 

1 

M 

D 

- 

100 

HMMWV  M1165A1B3AFP 

2 

M 

D 

10,610 

100 

TRAC  FTRACD  SZ  T7 

1 

H 

D 

39,865 

200 

TRAC  WHLD  IW70 

2 

H 

D 

7,275 

120 

TRAC  W-BACKHOE  /  LOADER 

2 

H 

D 

17,730 

150 

LODR  SCP  PT2  1-2&3  1-2C 

1 

H 

D 

29,300 

300 

LODRSCP  PT1  1-2&2CY 

2 

H 

D 

21,701 

300 

LODR  SCP  PT  4CY 

1 

H 

D 

38,000 

300 

EXCAV  WHL  MTD  HYD  OP  PT 

1 

H 

D 

50,108 

100 

GRADER  SIZE  5 

2 

H 

D 

33,400 

220 

CRANE  18  T  WHEEL  IND 

2 

H 

D 

- 

100 

DISTR  WTR  TRK 

1 

M 

D 

17,690 

1,200 

SNO  RML  U  MLTPU  3000  TPH 

6 

H 

D 

27,610 

250 

CLNR  VAC  lU  SP  MLTPUR  AT 

3 

H 

D 

17,000 

350 

45K  RVSBLE  SNO  PLOW 

8 

H 

D 

50,000 

200 

SNOW  BROOM  AND  BLOWER 

8 

H 

D 

39,500 

300 

RLR  RD  TAND  2RL  2.5T 

1 

H 

D 

6,100 

100 

TRK  ELI  OK  AT463L 

1 

H 

D 

25,670 

200 

TRK  ELI  OK  463L 

4 

H 

D 

21,725 

100 

TUG  WHSE  4K 

1 

H 

D 

7,000 

100 

TRK  EL  4K  DED 

4 

H 

D 

9,030 

200 

TRK  EL  DED6M-6200  PT 

1 

H 

D 

10,920 

100 

TRK  EL  15K 

1 

H 

D 

36,514 

100 

HALVORSEN  ACFT  LDR  25K 

2 

H 

D 

31,350 

100 

TRK  FIRE  PUMPER  P-22 

1 

H 

D 

24,100 

250 

TRK  FIRE  PUMPER  P-24 

1 

H 

D 

27,920 

450 

TRK  FIRE  CRS  RESCUE  P-19 

2 

H 

D 

24,310 

200 

TRK  FIRE  CRS  RESCUE  P-23 

2 

H 

D 

44,230 

250 

TRK  WATER  TANKER  P-26 

1 

H 

D 

27,110 

100 

TRK  FFGT  HRV  P-28 

1 

H 

D 

25,400 

100 

TRK  FFGT  HMV  P-31  4X2 

1 

M 

D 

12,015 

100 

TRK  FFGT  QUINT  P-33 

1 

H 

D 

24,100 

100 

Total  VMT  -  Diesel  Fuels 

77,960 

SDN  CMPT4PAXCL  II 

3 

M 

X 

3,300 

1,900 

SDN  CMPT4PAXCL  II 

2 

M 

G 

3,300 

1,900 

TRUCK  1/2T  REG  CAB  4X2 

2 

M 

G 

9,200 

6,000 

TRK  MAINT  3/4T  4X4  GED 

2 

M 

G 

5,790 

2,500 

TRK  3/4T  CREW  CAB  4X2  PU 

3 

M 

G 

2,838 

4,800 

TRK  3/4T  CREW  CAB  4X4  PU 

9 

M 

G 

9,200 

7,200 

TRK  3/4T  CREW  CAB  4X2  PU 

1 

M 

X 

2,838 

4,800 

TRK  STK  4X4  12500&16999G 

2 

M 

G 

9,600 

3,000 

TRK  CGO  4X1  17M&20999G  G 

1 

M 

G 

11,955 

3,600 

TRK  MAINT  TEL-UT  4X2 

1 

M 

G 

5,100 

5,000 

TRK  1/2T4X4  4600&5799GVW 

3 

M 

G 

7,999 

2,800 

TRK  STK  4X2  1  T  7000  GVW 

6 

M 

G 

4,070 

2,800 

TRK  CRL  4X2  8  PAX 

2 

M 

G 

4,800 

3,700 

TRK  PU  CMPT4X2 

15 

M 

G 

5,540 

3,600 

TRK  PNL  4X2  6999G  /  UNDE 

3 

M 

G 

6,824 

3,700 

TRK  CRL  4X2  15  PAX 

3 

M 

G 

5,830 

7,200 

TRK  CGO  CMPT4X4  3500G  G 

2 

M 

G 

5,540 

4,800 

TRK  CRL  4X2  7  PAX 

4 

M 

G 

2,838 

4,800 

Maint  Utility  Del  Van 

10 

M 

G 

6,400 

3,400 

TRK  S&P  4X2  10000  GVW 

9 

M 

G 

8,500 

3,800 

TRK  S&P  lOOOOGVW  4X1 

2 

M 

G 

8,500 

3,600 

TRK  UTILIPi^  4X^  4  DOOR 

2 

M 

G 

9,200 

7,500 

TRK  1/2T  CREW  CAB  4X4 

1 

M 

G 

6,180 

4,800 

TUG  WHSE  4K 

1 

H 

G 

7,000 

100 

Total  VMT  -  Gasoline  Fuels 

97,300 

TRK  FL  ELEC  NARI  3000 

2 

H 

N 

8,780 

200 

TRK  F/L  ELEC  SEATED  3K 

1 

H 

V 

- 

120 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  #  =  number,  VEH  =  vehicie,  VMT  =  vehicie  miies  traveied. 
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Table  D.2-18.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Vehicle  Emission  Factors  - 
Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario/Vehicle  Class 

Emission  Factors  (Grams^Mile)^ 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMw 

PM2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

COje 

Year  2012 

CNG-Fueled  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.05 

2.38 

0.36 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

321 

0.0006 

0.0001 

321 

LDGT1  ■  Road  3 

0.13 

4.85 

0.86 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

448 

0.0009 

0.0002 

448 

LDDT  -  Road  3 

0.40 

1.82 

2.82 

- 

0.38 

0.02 

443 

0.0002 

0.0002 

444 

HDGV  -  Road  3 

0.13 

4.85 

0.86 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

448 

0.0009 

0.0002 

448 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.42 

2.51 

10.68 

0.01 

0.56 

0.50 

1,949 

0.0010 

0.0009 

1,949 

Year  2016  FTU  or  MOB  1 

CNG-Fueled  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.02 

1.84 

0.18 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

302 

0.001 

0.0001 

302 

LDGT1  ■  Road  3 

0.10 

4.26 

0.70 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

413 

0.001 

0.0002 

413 

LDDT  -  Road  3 

0.10 

4.26 

1.99 

- 

0.04 

0.02 

413 

- 

- 

413 

HDGV  -  Road  3 

0.10 

4.26 

0.70 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

413 

0.001 

0.0002 

413 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.25 

1.57 

6.63 

0.01 

0.36 

0.30 

1,949 

0.001 

0.001 

1,949 

^  Factors  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  MOVES2010b  modei  (USEPA  2013)  for  road  3  conditions  and  based  on  defauit 


parameters  for  Spokane  County,  Washington. 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particuiar  poiiutant,  CFI4  =  methane,  CNG  =  compressed  naturai  gas,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide, 

C02=  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  EPA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit, 
FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  HDGV  =  heavy  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  LDDT  =  light  duty  diesel  truck,  LDGT  =  light  duty  gasoline 
truck,  LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide, 

PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PMio=  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur 
dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.2-19.  Annual  Number  of  Workers  at 
Fairchild  AFB  -  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #  of  Workers 

Year  201 2 

5,835 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

6,273 

Key:  EIS  =  environmental  impact  statement;  MOB  1  =  First  Main 
Operating  Base. 

Source:  EIS  Table  2-10. 


Table  D.2-20.  Annual  Emissions  from  GMV  Activities  -  Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario/ 

Tons  per  Year 

Vehicle  Class 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO. 

PM,o 

PM  2., 

CO2 

CH, 

N20 

C02e 

Year  2012 

Alternative-Fueled  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Diesel  Vehicles 

0.04 

0.22 

0.92 

0.00 

0.05 

0.04 

167.46 

0.00 

0.00 

167.48 

Gasoline  Vehicles 

0.01 

0.52 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

48.09 

0.00 

0.00 

48.10 

Total 

0.05 

0.74 

1.01 

0.00 

0.05 

0.04 

215.55 

0.00 

0.00 

215.59 

Year  2016  MOB  1^ 

Alternative-Fueled  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Diesel  Vehicles 

0.02 

0.14 

0.61 

0.00 

0.03 

0.03 

180.05 

0.00 

0.00 

180.07 

Gasoline  Vehicles 

0.01 

0.49 

0.08 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

47.63 

0.00 

0.00 

47.64 

Total 

0.03 

0.64 

0.69 

0.00 

0.04 

0.03 

227.67 

0.00 

0.00 

227.71 

^  Year  201 6  emissions  =  2012  emissions  *  201 6  worker  fraction  of  201 2  *  year  201 6  vehicle  emission  factor/  201 2  vehicle 


emission  factor. 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  GMV  =  government  motor  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous 
oxide,  PM2.5=  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.2-21.  Annual  On  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Mileage  Calculations  -  Fairchild  AFB 

KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

#  of  Workers 

Vehicle  Occupancy 
Rate” 

On-Base  Miles  per 
Round  Trip 

On-Base  Miles  per 
Day 

On-Base  Miles  per 
year^ 

Year  2012 

5,835 

0.95 

1.00 

5,543 

1,441,245 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

6,273 

0.95 

1.00 

5,959 

1,549,431 

®  Source  is  Washington  State  Department  of  Transportation  2012. 

Based  on  260  days  per  year. 

Key:#  =  number,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base. 


Table  D.2-22.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Emission  Factors  - 
Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Project  Year/ 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Mile)^ 

Source  Type 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

so. 

PMw 

PM,, 

CO, 

CH4 

N,0 

CO,e 

Year  2012 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.05 

2.38 

0.36 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

321 

0.00 

0.00 

321 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.42 

2.51 

10.68 

0.01 

0.56 

0.50 

1,949 

0.00 

0.00 

1,949 

Composite” 

0.06 

2.38 

0.57 

0.01 

0.03 

0.02 

354 

0.00 

0.00 

354 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.02 

1.84 

0.18 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

302 

0.00 

0.00 

302 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.25 

1.57 

6.63 

0.01 

0.36 

0.30 

1,949 

0.00 

0.00 

1,949 

Composite” 

0.02 

1.84 

0.31 

0.01 

0.03 

0.02 

335 

0.00 

0.00 

335 

^  Estimated  with  the  use  of  the  ERA  MOVES201  Ob  modei  (USEPA  201 3)  and  based  upon  defauit  parameters  for  Spokane 


County. 

Equai  to  98/2%  LDGV/HDDV. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 

ERA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First 
Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM2.5=  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 
PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.2-23.  Annual  Emissions  from  On  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Activities  - 

Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/ 

Tons  per  Year 

Source  Type 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

so. 

PM,c 

PM,, 

CO, 

CH, 

N,0 

CO  2© 

Year  2012 

0.09 

3.78 

0.90 

0.01 

0.05 

0.03 

562 

0.00 

0.00 

562 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

0.04 

3.14 

0.53 

0.01 

0.05 

0.03 

572 

0.00 

0.00 

573 

®  Assumes  that  2%  of  the  fleet  is  FIDDV. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 

FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide, 

PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PMio=  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur 
dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.2-24.  Annual  Off  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Mileage  Calculations  - 
Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario 

#  of  Workers 

Vehicle  Occupancy 
Rate” 

Off-Base  Miles  per 
1-Way  Trip® 

Off-Base  Miles 
per  Day 

On-Base  Miles 
per  year‘s 

Year  2012 

5,835 

0.95 

10.90 

120,843 

31,419,141 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

6,273 

0.95 

10.90 

129,914 

33,777,596 

®  Source:  Washington  State  Department  of  Transportation  2012. 

Based  on  260  days  per  year. 

Key:#  =  number,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base. 
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Table  D.2-25.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Emission  Factors  - 
Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Project  Year/ 

Source  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams^Mile)^ 

VOC 

CO 

NO^ 

SO2 

PM, a 

PM2.S 

CO2 

CHt 

N20 

C02G 

Year  2012 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.05 

2.38 

0.36 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

321 

0.0006 

0.0001 

321 

LDGV  -  Road  5 

0.07 

3.06 

0.38 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

397 

0.0008 

0.0002 

398 

LDGV  -  Composite*’ 

0.06 

2.96 

0.38 

0.01 

0.03 

0.02 

386 

0.0008 

0.0002 

386 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.42 

2.51 

10.68 

0.01 

0.56 

0.50 

1,949 

0.0010 

0.0009 

1,949 

HDDV  -  Road  5 

0.66 

3.67 

13.13 

0.02 

1.00 

0.83 

2,426 

0.0012 

0.0011 

2,427 

HDDV  -  Composite‘s 

0.62 

3.49 

12.76 

0.02 

0.93 

0.78 

2,355 

0.0012 

0.0011 

2,355 

Year  2016  FTU 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.02 

1.84 

0.18 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

302 

0.0006 

0.0001 

302 

LDGV  -  Road  5 

0.03 

2.35 

0.18 

0.01 

0.04 

0.01 

374 

0.0007 

0.0002 

374 

LDGV  -  Composite*’ 

0.03 

2.22 

0.18 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

356 

0.0007 

0.0001 

356 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.25 

1.57 

6.63 

0.01 

0.36 

0.30 

1,949 

0.0010 

0.0009 

1,949 

HDDV  -  Road  5 

0.40 

2.29 

8.24 

0.02 

0.67 

0.51 

2,427 

0.0012 

0.0011 

2,427 

HDDV  -  Composite’s 

0.37 

2.11 

7.84 

0.02 

0.59 

0.46 

2,307 

0.0012 

0.0011 

2,308 

^  Estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  MOVES2010b  modei  (USEPA  2013)  and  based  upon  defauit  parameters  for  Spokane 


County,  Washington. 

Equai  to  1 5/85%  road  3/road  5  conditions. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 

EPA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty 
gasoline  vehicle,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM2.5=  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 
PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.2-26.  Annual  Emissions  from  Off-Base  Vehicle  Activities  - 
Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/ 

Tons  per  Year 

Source  Type 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM, a 

PM  2., 

CO2 

CH, 

N2O 

COje 

Year  2012 

LDGV 

2.15 

100.33 

12.82 

0.23 

1.17 

0.53 

13,100.18 

0.03 

0.01 

13,102.39 

HDDV 

0.43 

2.42 

8.84 

0.01 

0.64 

0.54 

1,630.96 

0.00 

0.00 

1,631.22 

Total 

2.58 

102.75 

21.66 

0.24 

1.81 

1.07 

14,731.15 

0.03 

0.01 

14,733.61 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

LDGV 

0.99 

81.12 

6.68 

0.21 

1.14 

0.50 

12,981.67 

0.03 

0.01 

12,983.86 

HDDV 

0.27 

1.57 

5.84 

0.01 

0.44 

0.34 

1,718.06 

0.00 

0.00 

1,718.32 

Total 

1.27 

82.69 

12.52 

0.22 

1.58 

0.84 

14,699.73 

0.03 

0.01 

14,702.18 

^  Assumes  that  2%  of  the  fleet  is  FIDDV. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 

FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  NO*  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide, 

PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PMio=  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur 
dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.2-27.  Annual  Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Activities  and  VOC  Emissions  - 

Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Gallons 

per 

Year’ 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

Benzene 

Cumene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Hexane 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Toluene 

2,2,4-Tri- 

methyi- 

pentane 

Xylenes 

Year  2008  - 
Altus  Refueling 
Truck  to  Aircraft 

9,695,916 

0.10 

0.0006 

0.0003 

0.0002 

0.0001 

0.0005 

0.0000 

0.0011 

0.0001 

0.0017 

Year  2012- 
Fairchild  AFB  - 
Jet  A  Issue 

14,852,636 

0.15 

0.0009 

0.0004 

0.0004 

0.0001 

0.0007 

0.0000 

0.0017 

0.0002 

0.0025 

Year  2016 

MOB  1 

28,365,109 

0.28 

0.0018 

0.0008 

0.0007 

0.0002 

0.0014 

0.0000 

0.0032 

0.0003 

0.0048 

^  Altus  data  from  2008  AEI  (Weston  Solutions,  Inc.  2008).  Fairchild  2012  data  (Fairchild  Air  Force  Base  2013).  Year  2016  MOB  1 


throughput  =  2012  gallons  *  KC-46A  LTOs/year  2012  KC-135  LTOs. 

Future  year  emissions  =  2008  emissions  *  future  year  gallons/2008  gallons. 

Key:  /\E\  =  Air  Emissions  Inventory,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  VOC  =  volatile  organic 
compound. 
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Table  D.2-28.  Annual  Emissions  from  Point  and  Area  Sources  - 
Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/ 

Tons  per  Year 

Source  Type 

VOC 

CO 

wo. 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CHt 

N20 

CO2  e 

Year  2012  -  w/o  NG  or  LPG 

12.79 

0.14 

0.51 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  201 2 -NG 

0.69 

10.52 

12.52 

0.08 

0.95 

0.95 

15,025 

0.29 

0.08 

15,056 

Year  201 2 -LPG 

0.00 

0.02 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

34 

0.00 

0.00 

35 

Total -Year  2012^ 

13.48 

10.68 

13.07 

0.09 

0.97 

0.97 

15,058 

0 

0 

15,090 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

14.49 

11.48 

14.05 

0.09 

1.05 

1.05 

16,189 

0 

0 

16,223 

^  Year  201 2  existing  emissions  provided  by  Fairchiid  AFB.  Year  201 6  emissions  =  2012  emissions  *  201 6  worker  fraction  of 


2012  workers. 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particuiar  poiiutant,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivaient,  LPG  =  iiquefied  petroieum  gas,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NG  =  natural  gas,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 
N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in 
diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound,  w/o  =  without. 


Table  D.2-29.  Annual  Emissions  for  Existing  Operations  at  Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

COje 

(mt) 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

5.92 

97.27 

178.37 

16.32 

0.89 

0.89 

49,500 

1.37 

1.54 

45,460 

UH-60 

0.98 

8.68 

3.03 

0.25 

2.02 

2.02 

2,350 

0.07 

0.07 

2,159 

UH-1N 

0.16 

1.08 

0.83 

0.07 

0.73 

0.73 

555 

0.02 

0.02 

510 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

4.25 

22.46 

64.48 

5.43 

2.44 

2.44 

15,406 

0.43 

0.48 

14,148 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  C-17 

10.90 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

2.03 

29.48 

11.25 

1.50 

0.08 

0.08 

4,557 

0.13 

0.14 

4,185 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UH-1M 

0.11 

0.52 

0.06 

0.01 

0.08 

0.08 

59 

0.00 

0.00 

55 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UH-60 

0.02 

0.52 

0.16 

0.01 

0.14 

0.14 

104 

0.00 

0.00 

96 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

1.24 

8.89 

10.45 

0.30 

1.38 

1.27 

1,385 

0.21 

0.02 

1,268 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

0.05 

0.74 

1.01 

0.00 

0.05 

0.04 

216 

0.00 

0.00 

196 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  ■ 
On-Base 

0.09 

3.78 

0.90 

0.01 

0.05 

0.03 

562 

0.00 

0.00 

511 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  ■ 
Off-Base 

2.58 

102.75 

21.66 

0.24 

1.81 

1.07 

14,731 

0.03 

0.01 

13,394 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.15 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

13.48 

10.68 

13.07 

0.09 

0.97 

0.97 

15,058 

0.29 

0.08 

13,718 

Total  Emissions 

41.96 

286.84 

305.27 

24.22 

10.65 

9.77 

104,484 

2.54 

2.36 

95,699 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

0.000 

0.000 

0.027 

0.000 

0.000 

0.005 

0.028 

0.012 

0.000 

0.000 

UH-60 

0.004 

0.002 

0.011 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.027 

UH-1N 

0.001 

0.001 

0.003 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.008 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.010 

0.012 

0.018 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

0.000 

0.000 

0.002 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.003 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UH-1M 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.002 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UH-60 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.004 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.092 

0.014 

0.025 

0.002 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  ■ 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  ■ 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions 

0.108 

0.028 

0.090 

0.002 

0.000 

0.006 

0.031 

0.013 

- 

- 
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Table  D.2-29.  Annual  Emissions  for  Existing  Operations  at 
Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2012  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Cumene 

Dlbenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.00 

0.00 

0.05 

0.00 

0.35 

0.00 

0.00 

UH-60 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.05 

0.00 

0.00 

UH-1N 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.06 

0.00 

0.00 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.007 

0.001 

0.094 

0.000 

0.000 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UH-1M 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UH-60 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.004 

0.000 

0.000 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.004 

0.185 

0.002 

0.000 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.058 

0.012 

0.768 

0.002 

0.000 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Proplo- 

naldehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

0.70 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.03 

UH-60 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

UH-1N 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

0.080 

0.000 

0.000 

0.003 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UH-1M 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UH-60 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.012 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions 

0.782 

- 

0.001 

0.017 

0.002 

0.000 

0.012 

0.010 

0.000 

0.029 
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Table  D.2-29.  Annual  Emissions  for  Existing  Operations  at 
Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2012  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Toluene 

1,  1,  1- 
Trichloro- 

ethane 

Trichloro- 

ethene 

2,2,4  Trimethyl- 
pentane 

Vinyl  Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

0.07 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

0.05 

0.02 

0.00 

UH-60 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

UH-1N 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  C-17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

0.009 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

0.006 

0.002 

0.000 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UH-1M 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UH-60 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.019 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.013 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.003 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions 

0.109 

0.008 

- 

0.000 

0.057 

0.020 

0.017 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  GMV  =  government  motor  vehicle,  NO*  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  1 0  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound. 


Table  D.2-30.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2016 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

CO  2  e 
(mt) 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

50.07 

201.74 

837.57 

45.42 

2.92 

2.49 

136,814 

3.79 

4.25 

125,648 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-46A 

14.39 

49.54 

28.94 

2.34 

0.21 

0.19 

6,844 

0.19 

0.21 

6,286 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

0.59 

4.22 

4.80 

0.18 

0.71 

0.65 

937 

0.14 

0.01 

858 

UH-60  Aircraft  Operations 

0.91 

8.00 

2.21 

0.20 

1.50 

1.50 

1,952 

0.05 

0.06 

1,793 

UH-1N  Aircraft  Operations 

0.14 

0.68 

0.26 

0.02 

0.24 

0.24 

184 

0.01 

0.01 

169 

Transient  Aircraft 

3.95 

14.49 

9.00 

0.90 

2.20 

2.20 

1,649 

0.05 

0.05 

1,515 

AGE  -  Existing  Aircraft 

0.56 

4.03 

4.58 

0.18 

0.67 

0.62 

895 

0.14 

0.01 

819 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  UH-1M 

0.11 

0.52 

0.06 

0.01 

0.08 

0.08 

59 

0.00 

0.00 

55 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  UH-60 

0.02 

0.52 

0.16 

0.01 

0.14 

0.14 

104 

0.00 

0.00 

96 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

0.03 

0.64 

0.69 

0.00 

0.04 

0.03 

228 

0.00 

0.00 

207 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

0.04 

3.14 

0.53 

0.01 

0.05 

0.03 

572 

0.00 

0.00 

521 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

1.27 

82.69 

12.52 

0.22 

1.58 

0.84 

14,700 

0.03 

0.01 

13,366 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

0.28 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

14.49 

11.48 

14.05 

0.09 

1.05 

1.05 

16,189 

0.31 

0.09 

14,748 

Total  Proposed  Emissions- 2016 

86.86 

381.69 

915.36 

49.58 

11.36 

10.04 

181,128 

4.71 

4.71 

166,078 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

(41.96) 

(286.84) 

(305.27) 

(24.22) 

(10.65) 

(9.77) 

(104,484) 

(2.54) 

(2.36) 

(95,699) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus  Base  Case 
Emissions 

44.90 

94.84 

610.10 

25.36 

0.72 

0.27 

76,644 

2.17 

2.35 

70,379 

Spokane  County  PSD  Thresholds 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

Fractionai  increase  from  Existing 
Conditions 

1.07 

0.33 

2.00 

1.05 

0.07 

0.03 

0.73 

0.85 

0.99 

0.74 

Spokane  County  2008  Emissions 

33,560 

91,893 

16,375 

304 

15,789 

3,891 

2,515,657 

Fractional  Increase  from  Spokane  Co 
Emissions 

0.001 

0.001 

0.04 

0.08 

0.0000 

0.0001 

0.03 
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Table  D.2-30.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

1  Tons  per  Year  I 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

2.16 

1.24 

0.85 

0.85 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  KC-46A 

0.62 

0.36 

0.24 

0.24 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

0.04 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

UH-60  Aircraft  Operations 

0.003 

0.001 

0.008 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.021 

UH-1N  Aircraft  Operations 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.003 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.009 

0.011 

0.017 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

AGE  -  Existinq  Aircraft 

0.04 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  UH-1M 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  UH-60 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.004 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions- 2016 

2.877 

1.618 

1.147 

1.099 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

. 

0.000 

0.030 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.108) 

(0.028) 

(0.090) 

(0.002) 

(0.000) 

(0.006) 

(0.031) 

(0.013) 

. 

. 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus  Base  Case 
Emissions 

2.769 

1.590 

1.057 

1.097 

(0.000) 

(0.005) 

(0.031) 

(0.013) 

0.000 

0.030 

Spokane  County  PSD  Thresholds 

Fractional  Increase  from  Existing 
Conditions 

25.58 

56.31 

11.71 

476.47 

(0.31) 

(0.98) 

(0.99) 

(1.00) 

Spokane  County  2008  Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from  Spokane  Co 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Source  Type 

1  Tons  per  Year  I 

Cumene 

Dibenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.09 

6.22 

- 

0.91 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.03 

1.79 

- 

0.26 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.09 

0.00 

- 

UH-60  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.039 

- 

- 

UH-1N  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.005 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.060 

- 

- 

AGE  -  Existinq  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.08 

0.00 

- 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  UH-1M 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  UH-60 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.004 

- 

- 

Go\ernment  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions- 2016 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.120 

8.283 

0.002 

1.174 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.000) 

. 

(0.000) 

- 

- 

(0.058) 

(0.012) 

(0.768) 

(0.002) 

. 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus  Base  Case 
Emissions 

0.000 

0.000 

(0.000) 

■ 

■ 

(0.057) 

0.108 

7.516 

(0.000) 

1.174 

Spokane  County  PSD  Thresholds 

Fractional  Increase  from  Existing 
Conditions 

0.91 

(0.32) 

(0.99) 

8.73 

9.79 

(0.02) 

Spokane  County  2008  Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from  Spokane  Co 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Table  D.2-30.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the 
KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at  Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

1  Tons  per  Year  I 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propion- 

aldehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro 
-ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.27 

0.37 

- 

- 

0.16 

- 

- 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  KC-46A 

0.08 

0.11 

- 

0.04 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

UH-60  Aircraft  Operations 

0.003 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

UH-1N  Aircraft  Operations 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

AGE  -  Existinq  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

- 

- 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  UH-1M 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  UH-60 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions- 2016 

0.004 

0.000 

0.001 

0.359 

0.473 

0.000 

0.011 

0.206 

0.000 

- 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.782) 

. 

(0.001) 

(0.017) 

(0.002) 

(0.000) 

(0.012) 

(0.010) 

(0.000) 

(0.029) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.778) 

0.000 

0.001 

0.341 

0.472 

(0.000) 

(0.001) 

0.196 

(0.000) 

(0.029) 

Spokane  County  PSD  Thresholds 

Fractional  Increase  from  Existing 
Conditions 

(1.00) 

0.91 

19.61 

244.33 

(0.07) 

(0.07) 

19.57 

(0.33) 

(1.00) 

Spokane  County  2008  Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from  Spokane  Co 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Toluene 

1,1, 1- 
Trichioro- 

ethane 

Trichioro- 

ethene 

2,2,4 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

0.32 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.14 

0.08 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine  Testing  -  KC-46A 

0.09 

- 

- 

- 

0.04 

0.02 

Aerospace  Ground  Support  Equipment  - 
KC-46A 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

UH-60  Aircraft  Operations 

0.002 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

UH-1N  Aircraft  Operations 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

AGE  -  Existinq  Aircraft 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  UH-1M 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Winq  Aircraft  Enqine  Testinq  -  UH-60 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Go\ernment  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  -  Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Operations 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.005 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions- 2016 

0.449 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.185 

0.126 

Year  2012  Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.109) 

(0.008) 

. 

(0.000) 

(0.057) 

(0.020) 

(0.017) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus  Base  Case 
Emissions 

0.340 

(0.008) 

0.000 

0.000 

(0.057) 

0.165 

0.109 

Spokane  County  PSD  Thresholds 

Fractional  Increase  from  Existing 
Conditions 

3.12 

(0.97) 

0.91 

(1.00) 

8.19 

6.54 

Spokane  County  2008  Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from  Spokane  Co 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Key:  ( )  =  parenthesis  indicate  negative  numbers,  -  =  Source  does  not  emit  particuiar  poiiutant,  AGE  =  aerospace  ground 
equipment,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  Co  =  County,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient, 
mt  =  metric  tons,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  Pl\/l2.5  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 
PMio=  particuiate  matter  iess  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide, 
VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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D.3  GRAND  FORKS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  REGIONAL  CLIMATE 

Grand  Forks  AFB  has  a  continental  climate  characterized  by  warm  and  wet  summers  and  cold 
and  relatively  dry  winters.  Meteorological  data  collected  at  the  Grand  Forks  International  Airport 
are  used  to  describe  the  climatic  conditions  of  the  Grand  Forks  AFB  project  region  (NOAA 
1998,  2013a). 

Temperature.  The  average  high  and  low  temperatures  during  the  summer  months  at  Grand 
Forks  International  Airport  range  from  about  81  °F  to  57  °F.  The  average  high  and  low 
temperatures  during  the  winter  months  range  from  34  °F  to  -3  °F. 

Precipitation.  Average  annual  precipitation  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  is  20.8  inches.  Precipitation  is 
greatest  during  the  warmer  months  of  the  year,  and  the  peak  monthly  average  of  3.5  inches 
occurs  in  June.  Precipitation  is  at  a  minimum  during  the  winter,  as  the  lowest  monthly  average  of 
0.5  inches  occurs  in  February.  Snow  is  common  during  the  colder  months  of  the  year;  the 
average  annual  snowfall  is  47.0  inches. 

Prevailing  Winds.  The  winds  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  prevail  from  the  north-northwest  sector 
during  the  colder  months  of  the  year  and  they  have  a  secondary  maximum  from  the  south- 
southeast  (NDSCO  2013).  The  Grand  Forks  AFB  region  experiences  breezy  conditions,  as  the 
average  wind  speed  for  each  month  of  the  year  is  at  least  8  miles  per  hour  and  the  annual  average 
wind  speed  is  9.4  miles  per  hour  (NOAA  1998).  The  peak  average  monthly  winds  of  10  miles 
per  hour  occur  from  the  months  of  October  through  April. 
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D,3,l  OPERATIONS  EMISSION  CALCULATIONS  FOR  THE  KC-46A  PROJECT 
SCENARIOS  AT  GRAND  FORKS  AFB 


Table  D.3-1.  Aircraft  Engine  Emission  Factors  by  Throttle  Setting  -  RQ-4  and 
KC-46A  Aircraft  -  Grand  Forks  AFB 


Engine  Type/ 
Throttle 
Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(Pounds/ 
Hour) 

Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)^  | 

voc 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM  10 

PM  2.6 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2e 

\Amson  AE3007^  \ 

Idle 

428 

- 

17.31 

3.82 

1.06 

0.15 

0.15 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Approach 

947 

- 

3.27 

7.77 

1.06 

0.22 

0.22 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Intermediate 

2,532 

- 

0.83 

17.43 

1.06 

0.24 

0.24 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Military 

3,021 

- 

0.83 

20.50 

1.06 

0.27 

0.27 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

TPE331-10GD 

Idle 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

\P&W4062‘' 

Idle 

1,663 

12.49 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.10 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Approach 

5,702 

0.10 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Climbout 

16,870 

0.08 

0.50 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Take-off 

21,622 

0.09 

0.61 

34.36 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

3,249 

Engine  Type/ 
Throttle 
Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(Pounds/ 
Hour) 

Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)^  | 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

\Aflison  AE3007^ 

Idle 

428 

0.119 

0.067 

0.047 

0.047 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

947 

0.030 

0.017 

0.012 

0.012 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

2,532 

0.013 

0.007 

0.005 

0.005 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

3,021 

0.013 

0.007 

0.005 

0.005 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1 TPE331-10GD  1 

Idle 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

\P&W4062‘' 

Idle 

1,663 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

5,702 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Climbout 

16,870 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

21,622 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Engine  Type/ 
Throttle 
Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(Pounds/ 
Hour) 

Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)^  | 

Cumene 

Dibenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichioro- 

propane 

2,4- 

Dinitro- 

phenoi 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

\Aflison  AE3007^ 

Idle 

428 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.341 

- 

0.050 

Approach 

947 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.087 

- 

0.013 

Intermediate 

2,532 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.037 

- 

0.005 

Military 

3,021 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.037 

- 

0.005 

TPE331-10GD 

Idle 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

\P&W4062‘= 

Idle 

1,663 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

5,702 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Climbout 

16,870 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

21,622 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Table  D.3-1.  Aircraft  Engine  Emission  Factors  by  Throttle  Setting  -  RQ-4  and 
KC-46A  Aircraft  -  Grand  Forks  AFB  (Continued) 


Engine  Type/ 
Throttle 
Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(Pounds/ 
Hour) 

Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)^  | 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Proplon- 

aldehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro 
-ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

\Allison  AE3007^ 

Idle 

428 

- 

- 

- 

0.014 

0.019 

- 

0.019 

0.008 

- 

- 

Approach 

947 

- 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.005 

- 

0.005 

0.002 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

2,532 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

Military 

3,021 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

TPE331-10GD 

Idle 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

\P&W4062‘' 

Idle 

1,663 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

5,702 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Climbout 

16,870 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

21,622 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Engine  Type/ 

Throttle  Setting 

1  Emission  Factors  (Pounds/1000  Pounds  Fuel)^ 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trlchloro- 

ethane 

Trlchloro- 

ethene 

2,2,4 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

\Aflison  AE3007‘’ 

Idle 

0.017 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.008 

0.006 

Approach 

0.004 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

Intermediate 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Military 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

TPE331-10GD 

Idle 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

\  P&W  4062^ 

Idle 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Climbout 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

^  Data  are  for  1  engine.  The  MQ-9  and  RQ-4  have  1  engine  each. 

Data  for  the  RQ-4A  from  Air  Emissions  Factor  Guide  to  Air  Force  Mobiie  Sources  (AFCEC  2013). 

ICAO  Engine  Exhaust  Emissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  (ICAO  201 3) 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  ICAO  =  International  Civil  Aviation  Organization,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  P&W  =  Pratt  & 
Whitney,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 
SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Final 


D-72 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.3-2.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Times  in  Modes  and 
Fuel  Usages  -  RQ-4  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Aircraft/Mode 
(Engine  Throttle  Setting) 

LTO 

TGO 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 
(Pounds)^ 

TIM 

(Hours) 

Fuel  Usage 
(Pounds)^ 

(Minutes) 

(Hours) 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk  * 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

9.2 

0.15 

66 

- 

- 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.5 

0.01 

25 

0.01 

25 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

1.4 

0.02 

59 

0.02 

59 

Approach 

4.0 

0.07 

63 

0.07 

63 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

6.7 

0.11 

48 

- 

- 

Totals 

21.8 

0.36 

261 

0.10 

147 

KC-46A 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

1,818 

- 

- 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

505 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

1.6 

0.03 

900 

0.03 

900 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.09 

988 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

- 

- 

Totals 

55.2 

0.92 

5,037 

0.13 

2,393 

®  Fuel  usage  per  aircraft  for  the  RQ-4  as  no  data  available  for  the  MQ-9. 

*  TIM  data  from  Table  2-4  for  trainer-turbine,  USAF  general  (AFCEC  2013). 

®  TIM  data  from  Table  2-4  for  the  KC-135  (AFCEC  2013). 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  TGO  =  touch  and  go,  TIM  =  Time  in  Mode,  USAF  =  United 
States  Air  Force. 
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Table  D.3-3.  Total  Fuel  Usage  and  Emissions  PER  LTO/TGO  Cycle  -  RQ-4  and 

KC-46A  Aircraft 


Aircraft/Mode 

Fuel 

Usage 

(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

S02 

PM  10 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2  6 

LTO 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

261 

0.4 

2.2 

2.5 

0.3 

0.1 

0.1 

839 

0.02 

0.03 

847 

KC-46A 

5,037 

33.2 

115.3 

62.7 

5.3 

0.4 

0.4 

16,199 

0.45 

0.50 

16,365 

TOO 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

147 

0.1 

0.3 

2.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

474 

0.01 

0.01 

479 

KC-46A 

2,393 

0.2 

2.7 

52.7 

2.5 

0.2 

0.1 

7,695 

0.21 

0.24 

7,773 

Aircraft/Mode 

Fuel 

Usage 

(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1.3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chioroform 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

LTO 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

261 

0.017 

0.009 

0.007 

0.007 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

KC-46A 

5,037 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

TOO 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

147 

0.003 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

KC-46A 

2,393 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aircraft/Mode 

Fuel 

Usage 

(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

Cumene 

Dihenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dlnltro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

LTO 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

261 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

0.047 

0.000 

0.007 

KC-46A 

5,037 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

TOO 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

147 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.009 

0.000 

0.001 

KC-46A 

2,393 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aircraft/Mode 

Fuel 

Usage 

(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenoi 

POM 

Propionald 

ehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetrachlor- 

oethene 

LTO 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

261 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.002 

0.003 

0.000 

0.003 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

KC-46A 

5,037 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

TOO 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

147 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

KC-46A 

2,393 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aircraft/Mode 

Fuel 

Usage 

(Pounds) 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

Toluene 

1, 1,1- 
Trichloro- 

ethane 

Trichloro- 

ethene 

2,2,4 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

LTO 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

261 

0.002 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

0.001 

KC-46A 

5,037 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

TOO 

RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

147 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

KC-46A 

2,393 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than 
10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  TOO  =  touch  and  go, 
VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Final 


D-74 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.3-4.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at 
Altus  AFB  -  Year  2008 


Aircraft 

Number  of  Operations 

LTO 

TGO 

LFB 

LFP 

Total 

C-17 

17,052 

35,092 

- 

35,092 

87,236 

KC-135 

6,702 

44,520 

- 

44,520 

95,742 

Transient 

195 

- 

- 

- 

195 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  LFB  =  iow  fiyby,  LFP  =  iow  fiight  pattern,  LTO  =  ianding  and 
takeoff,  TGO  =  touch  and  go. 

Source:  2008  Mobiie  Source  Air  Emissions  inventory  for  Grand  Forks  Air  Force 
Base  (Weston  Soiutions,  inc.  2008). 


Table  D.3-5.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Aircraft 

Number  of  Operations 

LTO 

TGO 

LFB 

LFP 

Total 

MQ-9  Reaper 

416 

- 

- 

6,734 

7,150 

RQ'4  Global  Hawk 

130 

- 

- 

65 

195 

Transient 

128 

- 

- 

- 

128 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  LFB  =  iow  fiyby,  LFP  =  iow  fiight  pattern,  LTO  =  ianding  and 
takeoff,  TGO  =  touch  and  go. 

Source;  SAiC  201 3j. 


Table  D.3-6.  Existing  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at 
Grand  Forks  AFB  -  KC-46A  Proposed  Scenarios 


Aircraft  Type/Operation 

Operations 

per 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  (Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annual  Hours 

Approach 

Intermediate 

Cllmbout 

Takeoff 

Approach 

Intermediate 

Cllmbout 

Takeoff 

MQ-9  Reaper/RQ-4  Global  Hawk 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  & 
Initial  to  Overhead 

3,400 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

680 

113 

- 

57 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

3,400 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

283 

113 

- 

57 

Closed  Pattern  -  Taotlcal 

- 

8.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  TIMs 

963 

227 

- 

113 

Key:  -  =  No  activity,  TIM  =  Time  in  Mode,  VFR  =  visuai  fiight  ruies. 


Table  D.3-7.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Existing  Aircraft  Operations  - 

Grand  Forks  AFB  Scenarios 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

voc 

CO 

NO„ 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

COa® 

Altus  AFB- Year  2008 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.79 

2.90 

1.80 

0.18 

0.44 

0.44 

330 

0.01 

0.01 

333 

Grand  Forks  Year  2012  -  LTOs 

MQ-9  Reaper/RQ-4  Global 
Hawk 

0.10 

0.61 

0.67 

0.08 

0.01 

0.01 

229 

0.01 

0.01 

231 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.52 

1.90 

1.18 

0.12 

0.29 

0.29 

217 

0.01 

0.01 

219 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  LTOs 

0.62 

2.52 

1.86 

0.19 

0.30 

0.30 

446 

0.01 

0.01 

450 

2012  Closed  Patterns  -  Reaper/Global  Hawk 

Approach 

0.32 

1.49 

3.54 

0.48 

0.10 

0.10 

1,467 

0.04 

0.05 

1,482 

Intermediate 

0.09 

0.24 

5.00 

0.30 

0.07 

0.07 

923 

0.03 

0.03 

932 

Military 

0.05 

0.14 

3.51 

0.18 

0.05 

0.05 

550 

0.02 

0.02 

556 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Closed 
Patterns 

0.46 

1.87 

12.05 

0.97 

0.22 

0.22 

2,940 

0.08 

0.09 

2,970 

Total  Year  2012 

1.08 

4.39 

13.91 

1.16 

0.52 

0.52 

3,386 

0.09 

0.11 

3,420 

Total  UAS  Operations 

0.56 

2.48 

12.73 

1.04 

0.23 

0.23 

3,169 

0.09 

0.10 

3,201 

Total  Transient  Aircraft 
Operations 

0.52 

1.90 

1.18 

0.12 

0.29 

0.29 

217 

0.01 

0.01 

219 
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Table  D.3-7.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Existing  Aircraft  Operations  - 
Grand  Forks  AFB  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  I 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadlene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloroform 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

lAltusAFB- Year  2008  I 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.002 

0.002 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

iGrand  Forks  Year  2012  -  LTOs  I 

MQ-9  Reaper/RQ-4  Global 
Hawk 

0.005 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.001 

0.001 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotai  -  Year  2012  LTOs 

0.006 

0.004 

0.004 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

|2012  Closed  Patterns  -  Reaper/Global  Hawk  I 

Approach 

0.014 

0.008 

0.005 

0.005 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

intermediate 

0.004 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Military 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotai  -  Year  2012  Ciosed 
Patterns 

0.020 

0.011 

0.008 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Year  2012 

0.026 

0.015 

0.012 

0.010 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Totai  UAS  Operations 

0.024 

0.014 

0.010 

0.010 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Transient  Aircraft 
Operations 

0.001 

0.001 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  I 

Cumene 

Dibenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthaiate 

1,2- 

Dichioro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

lAltusAFB- Year  2008  I 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.012 

- 

- 

iGrand  Forks  Year  2012  -  LTOs  I 

MQ-9  Reaper/RQ-4  Global 
Hawk 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.013 

- 

0.002 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.008 

- 

- 

Subtotai  -  Year  2012  LTOs 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.021 

- 

0.002 

|2012  Closed  Patterns  -  Reaper/Global  Hawk  I 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.040 

- 

0.006 

intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.011 

- 

0.002 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.006 

- 

0.001 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotai  -  Year  2012  Ciosed 
Patterns 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.057 

- 

0.008 

Total  Year  2012 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.078 

- 

0.010 

Totai  UAS  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.070 

- 

0.010 

Total  Transient  Aircraft 
Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.008 

- 

- 
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Table  D.3-7.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Existing  Aircraft  Operations  - 
Grand  Forks  AFB  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  I 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Proplonald- 

ehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetrachlor- 

oethene 

lAltusAFB- Year  2008  I 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

iGrand  Forks  Year  2012  -  LTOs  I 

MQ-9  Reaper/RQ-4  Global 
Hawk 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  LTOs 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

I2012  Closed  Patterns  -  Reaper/Global  Hawk  I 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Closed 
Patterns 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.003 

- 

0.003 

0.001 

- 

- 

Total  Year  2012 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.004 

- 

0.004 

0.002 

- 

- 

Total  UAS  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.004 

- 

0.004 

0.002 

- 

- 

Total  Transient  Aircraft 
Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trlchloro- 

ethane 

Trlchloro- 

ethene 

2,2,4 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

lAltus  AFB- Year  2008 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1  Grand  Forks  Year  2012  -  LTOs 

MQ-9  Reaper/RQ-4  Global 
Hawk 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  LTOs 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

|2012  Closed  Patterns  -  Reaper/Global  Hawk 

Approach 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Intermediate 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Military 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Closed 
Patterns 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Total  Year  2012 

0.004 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

Total  UAS  Operations 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

Total  Transient  Aircraft 
Operations 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon 
dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide, 

PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  UAS  =  Unmanned  Aircraft  System,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.3-8.  Annual  Average  Nonroad  Emission  Factors  -  Fairchild  AFB  and 

Grand  Forks  AFB 


Hp  Category/Fuel  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Horsepower)^  | 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

1  SO2 

PM, a 

P/W2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

W20 

CO  2  6  1 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB  \ 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  25-40 
Hp 

0.70 

3.43 

4.87 

0.13 

0.50 

0.46 

609 

0.094 

0.007 

613 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  41-50 
Hp 

0.50 

2.56 

4.93 

0.13 

0.45 

0.41 

610 

0.094 

0.007 

614 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  51-75 
Hp 

0.48 

2.52 

4.90 

0.13 

0.44 

0.40 

611 

0.094 

0.007 

615 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  76-100 
Hp 

0.52 

3.68 

4.61 

0.13 

0.53 

0.49 

607 

0.094 

0.007 

611 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 101- 
175  Hp 

0.54 

3.92 

4.58 

0.13 

0.61 

0.56 

608 

0.094 

0.007 

612 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 176- 
300  Hp 

0.38 

1.72 

4.09 

0.11 

0.38 

0.35 

547 

0.094 

0.007 

551 

1  Year  2016  Grand  Forks  AFB  \ 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 101- 
175  Hp 

0.38 

2.75 

3.11 

0.12 

0.46 

0.42 

608 

0.094 

0.007 

613 

®  Factors  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  ERA  NONROAD2008a  modei  (USEPA  2009)  for  Spokane  County  2012  and  Grand  Forks 


County  2016. 

Key:  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient, 
EPA  =  Environmentai  Protection  Agency,  Flp  =  horsepower,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particuiate  matter 
iess  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  suifur  dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie 
organic  compound. 

Table  D.3-9.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  Existing  AGE  Usages  -  Grand  Forks  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

S02 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2  6 

Year  2012 -Fairchild  AFB 

10-50  Hp 

0.04 

0.17 

0.24 

0.01 

0.03 

0.02 

30.48 

0.00 

0.00 

31 

76-100  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.26 

0.00 

0.00 

0 

101-175  Hp 

1.20 

8.70 

10.17 

0.29 

1.35 

1.25 

1,349.72 

0.21 

0.01 

1,359 

176-300  Hp 

0.00 

0.02 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

4.91 

0.00 

0.00 

5 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
Fairchild  AFB 

1.24 

8.89 

10.45 

0.30 

1.38 

1.27 

1,385.37 

0.21 

0.02 

1,395 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Grand 
Forks  AFB^ 

0.06 

0.44 

0.52 

0.01 

0.07 

0.06 

69.27 

0.01 

0.00 

70 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016  Grand 
Forks  AFB" 

0.04 

0.31 

0.35 

0.01 

0.05 

0.05 

69.33 

0.01 

0.00 

70 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloroform 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

Year  2012 -Fairchild  AFB 

10-50  Hp 

0.003 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

76-100  Hp 

0.000 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

101-175  Hp 

0.089 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

176-300  Hp 

0.000 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
Fairchild  AFB 

0.092 

0.01 

0.025 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Grand 
Forks  AFB^ 

0.005 

0.001 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016  Grand 
Forks  AFB" 

0.003 

0.001 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Table  D.3-9.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  Existing  AGE  Usages  -  Grand  Forks  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

Cumene 

Dlbenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Year  2012 -Fairchild  AFB 

10-50  Hp 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

76-100  Hp 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

101-175  Hp 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.18 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

176-300  Hp 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
Fairchild  AFB 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.19 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Grand 
Forks  AFB^ 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.009 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016  Grand 
Forks  APB" 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.007 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propionald- 

ehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetrachlor- 

oethene 

lYear  2012 -Fairchild  AFB  | 

10-50  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

76-100  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

101-175  Hp 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

176-300  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
Fairchild  AFB 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.013 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Grand 
Forks  AFB^ 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.001 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016  Grand 
Forks  APB" 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.000 

Scenario/Source 

1  Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Trichloro- 

ethene 

2,2,4 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

|Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB  | 

10-50  Hp 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

76-100  Hp 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

101-175  Hp 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

176-300  Hp 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
Fairchild  AFB 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012  Grand 
Forks  AFB* 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016  Grand 
Forks  AFB* 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

^  2012  Grand  Forks  AGE  emissions  =  5%  of  those  for  Fairchild. 

^  2016  Grand  Forks  AGE  emissions  =  2012  Grand  Forks  AGE  emissions  *  (2016  Grand  Forks  AGE  nonroad  Efs/2012  Fairchild 
nonroad  EFs). 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment,  CFI4  =  methane, 
CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  Efs  =  emission  factors,  Flp  =  horsepower, 

NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.3-10.  Annual  Emissions  from  GMV  Activities  -  Grand  Forks  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario/Vehicle  Class 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PMw 

PMxs 

COx 

CH, 

NxO 

COse 

Year  2012  Fairchild  AFB 

Alternative-Fueled  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Diesel  Vehicles 

0.04 

0.22 

0.92 

0.00 

0.05 

0.04 

167.46 

0.00 

0.00 

167 

Gasoline  Vehicles 

0.01 

0.52 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

48.09 

0.00 

0.00 

48 

Total 

0.05 

0.74 

1.01 

0.00 

0.05 

0.04 

215.55 

0.00 

0.00 

215.59 

Year  2016  Fairchiid  AFB  MOB  1 

Alternative-Fueled  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Diesel  Vehicles 

0.02 

0.14 

0.61 

0.00 

0.03 

0.03 

180.05 

0.00 

0.00 

180 

Gasoline  Vehicles 

0.01 

0.49 

0.08 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

47.63 

0.00 

0.00 

48 

Total 

0.03 

0.64 

0.69 

0.00 

0.04 

0.03 

227.67 

0.00 

0.00 

227.71 

Year  2012  Grand  Forks  AFB 

Alternative-Fueled  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Diesel  Vehicles 

0.02 

0.09 

0.40 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

72.12 

0.00 

0.00 

72.13 

Gasoline  Vehicles 

0.01 

0.22 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

20.71 

0.00 

0.00 

20.72 

Total 

0.02 

0.32 

0.43 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

92.83 

0.00 

0.00 

92.85 

Year  2016  Grand  Forks  AFB  MOB  1 

Alternative-Fueled  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Diesel  Vehicles 

0.02 

0.10 

0.42 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

122.27 

0.00 

0.00 

122.29 

Gasoline  Vehicles 

0.01 

0.33 

0.05 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

32.34 

0.00 

0.00 

32.35 

Total 

0.02 

0.43 

0.47 

0.00 

0.03 

0.02 

154.61 

0.00 

0.00 

154.64 

Note:  Grand  Fork  GMV  emissions  for  2012  and  2016  =  Fairchiid  GMV  emissions  *  Grand  Fork  scenario  worker  fraction  of  Fairchiid 
for  each  year. 


Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particuiar  poiiutant,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon 
dioxide,  0020  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  GMV  =  government  motor  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen 
oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than 
2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.3-11.  Annual  Number  of  Workers  - 
Grand  Forks/Fairchild  AFB  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #  of  Workers 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB 

5,835 

Year  2012  -  Grand  Forks  AFB 

2,513 

Year  2016  -  Fairchild  AFB  MOB  1 

6,273 

Year  2016  -  Grand  Forks  AFB  MOB  1 

4,260 

/(ey;  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base. 


Table  D.3-12.  Annual  On  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Mileage 
Calculations  -  Grand  Forks  AFB  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

#  of  Workers 

Vehicle 

Occupancy 

Rate 

On-Base  Miles 
per  Round 
Trip“ 

On-Base  Miles 
per  Day 

On-Base  Miles 
per  year^* 

Year  2012 

2,513 

0.95 

6.00 

14,324 

3,724,266 

Year  2016 
MOB  1 

4,260 

0.95 

6.00 

24,282 

6,313,320 

MOB  1  Only 

1,747 

0.95 

6.00 

9,958 

2,589,054 

^  Source:  Grand  Forks  AFB 
*  Based  on  260  days  per  year. 

Key;  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base. 
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Table  D.3-13.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Emission  Factors  -  Grand  Forks  AFB 

KC-46A  Proposed  Actions 


Project  Year/ 

Emission  Factors  (Grams^Mile)^ 

Source  Type 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM  10 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2  6 

Year  2012 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.06 

2.43 

0.43 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

321 

0.00 

0.00 

321 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.42 

2.51 

10.27 

0.01 

0.56 

0.50 

1,949 

0.00 

0.00 

1,949 

Composite*’ 

0.07 

2.43 

0.62 

0.00 

0.03 

0.02 

353.61 

0.00 

0.00 

354 

Year  2016  FTU 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.03 

1.82 

0.21 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

302 

0.00 

0.00 

302 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.25 

1.57 

6.75 

0.01 

0.36 

0.30 

1,949 

0.00 

0.00 

1,949 

Composite*’ 

0.03 

1.81 

0.34 

0.00 

0.03 

0.02 

335.20 

0.00 

0.00 

335 

®  Estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  MOVES2010b  modei  (USEPA  2013)  and  based  upon  defauit  parameters  for  Grand  Forks 


County 

Equai  to  98/2%  LDGV/HDDV. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient, 

EPA  =  Environmentai  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty 
gasoline  vehicle,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 
PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.3-14.  Annual  Emissions  from  On  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Activities  - 
Grand  Forks  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,c 

PM2.S 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

C02e 

Year  2012 

0.28 

9.96 

2.56 

0.02 

0.14 

0.09 

1,451.66 

0.00 

0.00 

1,451.82 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

0.24 

12.63 

2.38 

0.03 

0.20 

0.12 

2,332.71 

0.00 

0.00 

2,333.07 

Note:  Assumes  that  2%  of  the  fleet  is  HDDV. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 
FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide, 
PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 
SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.3-15.  Annual  Off  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Mileage 
Calculations  -  Grand  Forks  AFB  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

#of 

Workers 

Vehicle 

Occupancy 

Rate 

Off  Base  Miies 
per  1-Way 
Trip= 

Off  Base  Miles 
per  Day 

Off  Base  Miles 
per  year*’ 

Year  2012 

2,513 

0.95 

20 

95,494 

24,828,440 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

4,260 

0.95 

20 

161,880 

42,088,800 

MOB  1  Only 

1,747 

0.95 

20 

33,193 

8,630,180 

^  Source:  Grand  Forks  AFB 
*  Based  on  260  days  per  year. 

Key:#  =  number,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base. 
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Table  D.3-16.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Emission  Factors  -  Grand  Forks  AFB 

KC-46A  Proposed  Actions 


Proiect  Year/Source  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams^Mile)^ 

VOC  1  CO  1  NOx  1  SO2  1  P/W,o  1  P/W2.5  1  CO2  1  CH4  1  N2O  1  COse 

Year  2012 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.06 

2.43 

0.43 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

321 

0.001 

0.0001 

321 

LDGV  -  Road  5 

0.09 

3.12 

0.45 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

397 

0.001 

0.0002 

397 

LDGV  -  Composite*’ 

0.08 

3.02 

0.44 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

386 

0.001 

0.000 

386 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.42 

2.51 

10.27 

0.01 

0.56 

0.50 

1,949 

0.000 

0.000 

1,949 

HDDV  -  Road  5 

0.66 

3.67 

12.66 

0.02 

1.00 

0.83 

2,426 

0.000 

0.000 

2,426 

HDDV  -  Composite‘s 

0.62 

3.50 

12.30 

0.02 

0.93 

0.78 

2,355 

0.000 

0.000 

2,355 

Year  2016  FTU 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.03 

1.82 

0.21 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

302 

0.001 

0.0001 

302 

LDGV  -  Road  5 

0.38 

2.34 

0.22 

0.01 

0.04 

0.17 

374 

0.001 

0.0002 

374 

LDGV  -  Composite*’ 

0.29 

2.21 

0.21 

0.01 

0.03 

0.13 

356 

0.001 

0.000 

356 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.25 

1.57 

6.75 

0.01 

0.36 

0.30 

1,949 

0.000 

0.000 

1,949 

HDDV  -  Road  5 

0.40 

2.29 

8.39 

0.02 

0.67 

0.51 

2,427 

0.000 

0.000 

2,427 

HDDV  •  Composite^s 

0.37 

2.11 

7.98 

0.02 

0.59 

0.46 

2,307 

0.000 

0.000 

2,307 

®  Estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  MOVES201  Ob  modei  (USEPA  201 3)  and  based  upon  defauit  parameters  for  Jackson  County 
*  Equai  to  1 5/85%  road  3/road  5  conditions. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient, 

EPA  =  Environmentai  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty 
gasoline  vehicle,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 

PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.3-17.  Annual  Emissions  from  Off-Base  Vehicle  Activities  -  Grand  Forks  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

Year  2012 

LDGV 

2.19 

80.88 

11.93 

0.15 

1.01 

0.48 

10,352.20 

0.02 

0.00 

10,353.94 

HDDV 

0.34 

1.91 

6.73 

0.01 

0.51 

0.43 

1,288.84 

0.00 

0.00 

1,288.84 

Total 

2.53 

82.80 

18.66 

0.16 

1.52 

0.91 

11,641.04 

0.02 

0.00 

11,642.78 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

LDGV 

13.30 

100.34 

9.74 

0.24 

1.54 

5.85 

16,175.90 

0.03 

0.01 

16,178.63 

HDDV 

0.34 

1.95 

7.40 

0.02 

0.55 

0.42 

2,140.79 

0.00 

0.00 

2,140.79 

Total 

13.64 

102.30 

17.14 

0.26 

2.09 

6.28 

18,316.69 

0.03 

0.01 

18,319.42 

Note:  Assumes  that  2%  of  the  fleet  is  FIDDV. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 

FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 
N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in 
diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.3-18.  Annual  Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  VOC  Emissions  -  Grand  Forks  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

Benzene 

Cumene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Hexane 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Toluene 

2,2,4 

Trimethyi- 

pentane 

Xylenes 

Year  2011  - 
Grand  Forks  AFB*’ 

0.03 

0.0002 

0.0001 

0.0001 

0.0000 

0.0002 

0.0000 

0.0004 

0.0000 

0.0006 

Year  2012- 
Grand  Forks  AFB 

0.04 

0.0002 

0.0001 

0.0001 

0.0000 

0.0002 

0.0000 

0.0004 

0.0000 

0.0006 

Year  2016  MOB  1  - 
from  Fairchild  AFB 

0.36 

0.0025 

0.0012 

0.0010 

0.0003 

0.0020 

0.0000 

0.0045 

0.0004 

0.0068 

^  Future  year  emissions  =  201 1  emissions  *  future  year  fraction  of  201 1  worker  population. 

*  Source:  201 1  Actual  and  Potential  Air  Emissions  Inventory  for  GFAFB  (Sullivan-Weston  Services  JVA,  LLC  2012) 
Key;  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.3-19.  Annual  Number  of  Workers  - 
Grand  Forks  AFB  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

#of 

Workers 

Year  201 1 

2,275 

Year  2012 

2,513 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

4,260 

Key:#^  number,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base. 


Table  D.3-20.  Annual  Emissions  from  Point  and  Area  Sources  -  Grand  Forks  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMw 

PM  2., 

CO2 

Year  2011“ 

20.27 

11.40 

15.00 

0.09 

7.20 

1.20 

- 

Year  2012 

22.39 

12.59 

16.57 

0.10 

7.95 

1.33 

- 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

37.95 

21.35 

28.09 

0.17 

13.48 

2.25 

- 

Scenario  Year/Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloroform 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

Year  2011“ 

0.000 

- 

0.083 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2012 

0.000 

- 

0.092 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

0.000 

- 

0.155 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario  Year/Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Cumene 

Dibenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Year  2011“ 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.316 

0.001 

0.052 

0.009 

0.312 

Year  2012 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.349 

0.001 

0.057 

0.009 

0.344 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.592 

0.001 

0.096 

0.016 

0.583 

Scenario  Year/Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propionald 

ehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethane 

Tetrachlor- 

oethene 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trlchloro- 

ethane 

Trichloro- 

ethene 

o-Xylene 

Year  2011^ 

0.037 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.008 

- 

0.739 

- 

- 

0.104 

Year  2012 

0.041 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.009 

- 

0.816 

- 

- 

0.114 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

0.069 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.015 

- 

1.384 

- 

- 

0.194 

®  Source:  201 1  Actual  and  Potential  Air  Emissions  Inventory  for  GFAFB  (Sullivan-Weston  Services  JVA,  LLC  2012).  Excludes  fuel 
transfer  VOCs,  as  these  accounted  for  in  separate  section. 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating 
Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than 
2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.3-21.  Annual  Emissions  for  Existing  Operations  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

voc 

CO 

NOX 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

C02e  (mt) 

UAS  Operations 

0.56 

2.48 

12.73 

1.04 

0.23 

0.23 

3,169 

0.09 

0.10 

2,910 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.52 

1.90 

1.18 

0.12 

0.29 

0.29 

217 

0.01 

0.01 

199 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UASs 

0.17 

0.71 

0.80 

0.10 

0.02 

0.02 

285 

0.01 

0.01 

262 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.06 

0.44 

0.52 

0.01 

0.07 

0.06 

69 

0.01 

0.00 

63 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

0.02 

0.32 

0.43 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

93 

0.00 

0.00 

84 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  ■ 
On-Base 

0.28 

9.96 

2.56 

0.02 

0.14 

0.09 

1,452 

0.00 

0.00 

1,320 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

2.53 

82.80 

18.66 

0.16 

1.52 

0.91 

11,641 

0.02 

0.00 

10,584 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.04 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

22.39 

12.59 

16.57 

0.10 

7.95 

1.33 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions 

37.47 

111.21 

53.46 

1.56 

10.24 

2.95 

16,926 

0.14 

0.12 

15,423 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

Acetal¬ 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

UAS  Operations 

0.024 

0.014 

0.010 

0.010 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.001 

0.001 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UASs 

0.011 

0.006 

0.004 

0.004 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.005 

0.001 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

0.000 

0.000 

0.092 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions 

0.041 

0.022 

0.109 

0.014 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

Cumene 

Dibenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichioro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formald¬ 

ehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

UAS  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.070 

- 

0.010 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.008 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UASs 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.030 

- 

0.004 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.009 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.032 

0.012 

0.349 

0.001 

Total  Emissions 

0.003 

- 

0.000 

0.009 

0.000 

- 

0.034 

0.120 

0.349 

0.015 
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Table  D.3-21.  Annual  Emissions  for  Existing  Operations  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  -  Year  2012 

(Continued) 


Tons  per  Year  | 

Source  Type 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naph¬ 

thalene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propion- 

aldehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

UAS  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.004 

- 

0.004 

0.002 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UASs 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

0.057 

0.009 

0.344 

0.041 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

0.009 

- 

Total  Emissions 

0.057 

0.010 

0.344 

0.046 

0.006 

0.001 

0.006 

0.003 

0.009 

0.001 

Tons  per  Year 

Source  Type 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Trlchloro- 

ethene 

2,2,4 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

UAS  Operations 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UASs 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

0.816 

- 

- 

0.060 

- 

- 

0.114 

Total  Emissions 

0.822 

0.000 

- 

0.060 

- 

0.002 

0.117 

Key:-  =  Source  does  not  emit  particular  pollutant,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent,  GMV  =  government  motor  vehicle,  mt  =  metric  tons,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide, 

PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  UAS  =  Unmanned  Aircraft  System,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.3-22.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 

Scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  -  Year  2016 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

voc 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM, a 

PM2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

COje  (mt) 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

50.07 

201.74 

837.57 

45.42 

2.92 

2.49 

136,814 

3.79 

4.25 

125,648 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

14.39 

49.54 

28.94 

2.34 

0.21 

0.19 

6,844 

0.19 

0.21 

6,286 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.59 

4.22 

4.80 

0.18 

0.71 

0.65 

937.05 

0.14 

0.01 

857.54 

UAS  Operations 

0.56 

2.48 

12.73 

1.04 

0.23 

0.23 

3,169 

0.09 

0.10 

2,910 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.52 

1.90 

1.18 

0.12 

0.29 

0.29 

217 

0.01 

0.01 

199 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UASs 

0.17 

0.71 

0.80 

0.10 

0.02 

0.02 

285 

0.01 

0.01 

262 

AGE  -  Existing  Aircraft 

0.04 

0.31 

0.35 

0.01 

0.05 

0.05 

69 

0.01 

0.00 

63 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

0.02 

0.43 

0.47 

0.00 

0.03 

0.02 

155 

0.00 

0.00 

141 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

0.24 

12.63 

2.38 

0.03 

0.20 

0.12 

2,333 

0.00 

0.00 

2,121 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

13.64 

102.30 

17.14 

0.26 

2.09 

6.28 

18,317 

0.03 

0.01 

16,654 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.36 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

37.95 

21.35 

28.09 

0.17 

13.48 

2.25 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

118.55 

397.60 

934.45 

49.67 

20.21 

12.58 

169,140 

4.27 

4.60 

155,141 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(37.47) 

(111.21) 

(53.46) 

(1.56) 

(10.24) 

(2.95) 

(16,926) 

(0.14) 

(0.12) 

(15,423) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

81.08 

286.39 

880.99 

48.12 

9.98 

9.63 

152,214 

4.13 

4.48 

139,718 

PSD  Threshoids 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existing  Conditions 

2.16 

2.58 

16.48 

30.89 

0.97 

3.27 

9.06 

Grand  Forks  County  2008 
Emissions 

8,202 

14,242 

4,054 

684 

14,670 

2,788 

479,163 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Grand  Forks  County 
Emissions 

0.01 

0.02 

0.22 

0.07 

0.001 

0.003 

0.29 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Acetalde¬ 

hyde 

Acroiein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadlene 

Carbon 

Disuifide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloroform 

Chioro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

2.157 

1.237 

0.849 

0.852 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

0.620 

0.356 

0.244 

0.245 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.044 

0.007 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

UAS  Operations 

0.024 

0.014 

0.010 

0.010 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.001 

0.001 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UASs 

0.011 

0.006 

0.004 

0.004 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

AGE  -  Existing  Aircraft 

0.003 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

0.00 

- 

0.16 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

2.861 

1.621 

1.280 

1.112 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

■ 

- 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.041) 

(0.022) 

(0.109) 

(0.014) 

(0.002) 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

2.820 

1.599 

1.171 

1.098 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

PSD  Threshoids 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existing  Conditions 

68.78 

73.94 

10.72 

78.78 

0.70 

Grand  Forks  County  2008 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Grand  Forks  County 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Table  D.3-22.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
Scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Cumene 

Dlbenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.088 

6.216 

- 

0.912 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

0.025 

1.787 

- 

0.262 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.088 

0.001 

- 

UAS  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.070 

- 

0.010 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.008 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UASs 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.030 

- 

0.004 

AGE  -  Existing  Aircraft 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.05 

0.02 

0.59 

0.00 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

0.007 

- 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

- 

0.173 

8.219 

0.593 

1.189 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.003) 

- 

(0.000) 

(0.009) 

(0.000) 

- 

(0.034) 

(0.120) 

(0.349) 

(0.015) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

0.003 

- 

(0.000) 

(0.003) 

(0.000) 

- 

0.139 

8.099 

0.244 

1.174 

PSD  Threshoids 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existing  Conditions 

0.99 

(0.36) 

(0.36) 

(0.36) 

4.04 

67.54 

0.70 

77.04 

Grand  Forks  County  2008 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Grand  Forks  County 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propionald- 

ehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetrachlor- 

oethene 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.273 

0.367 

- 

- 

0.156 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

- 

■ 

■ 

0.079 

0.105 

- 

0.045 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

- 

- 

UAS  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.004 

- 

0.004 

0.002 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UASs 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

AGE  -  Existing  Aircraft 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

0.10 

0.02 

0.58 

0.07 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

0.096 

0.016 

0.585 

0.426 

0.478 

0.001 

0.011 

0.204 

0.015 

0.000 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.057) 

(0.010) 

(0.344) 

(0.046) 

(0.006) 

(0.001) 

(0.006) 

(0.003) 

(0.009) 

(0.001) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

0.040 

0.006 

0.241 

0.380 

0.472 

(0.000) 

0.006 

0.202 

0.006 

(0.000) 

PSD  Threshoids 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existing  Conditions 

0.70 

0.63 

0.70 

8.34 

82.97 

(0.30) 

1.02 

71.29 

0.70 

(0.36) 

Grand  Forks  County  2008 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Grand  Forks  County 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Table  D.3-22.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
Scenario  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Trichloro- 

ethene 

2,2,4- 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyi 

Acetate 

mp-Xyiene 

0-Xylene 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

0.324 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.143 

0.084 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

0.093 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.041 

0.024 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

UAS  Operations 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  UASs 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

AGE  -  Existing  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Government  Motor  Vehicles 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.01 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

1.38 

- 

- 

0.10 

- 

- 

0.19 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

1.816 

0.004 

- 

0.102 

- 

0.186 

0.316 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.822) 

(0.000) 

- 

(0.060) 

- 

(0.002) 

(0.117) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

0.994 

0.004 

- 

0.042 

- 

0.183 

0.200 

PSD  Threshoids 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existing  Conditions 

1.21 

9.80 

0.70 

75.23 

1.71 

Grand  Forks  County  2008 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Grand  Forks  County 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Key:  ( )  =  parenthesis  indicate  negative  numbers,  -  =  Source  does  not  emit  particuiar  poiiutant,  AGE  =  aerospace  ground 
equipment,  CH4  =  methane,  Co  =  county,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient, 
mt  =  metric  tons,  NO*  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 

PM2.5  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration,  SO2  =  suifur  dioxide, 
UAS  =  Unmanned  Aircraft  System,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic  compound. 
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D,4  McConnell  air  force  base  regional  climate 

McConnell,  Kansas,  has  a  continental  elimate,  eharacterized  by  pronouneed  variations  in  daily 
and  seasonal  temperatures  and  seasonal  and  annual  preeipitation.  Meteorologieal  data  colleeted 
at  Wiehita  Mid-Continent  Airport  are  used  to  deseribe  the  elimate  of  the  McConnell  AFB  project 
area  (NOAA  1998,2013b). 

Temperature.  The  MeConnell  AFB  projeet  region  is  known  for  high  temperatures  in  the 
summer  months  and  cool  conditions  during  the  winter.  The  average  high  and  low  temperatures 
during  the  summer  months  for  the  region  range  from  about  92  degrees  Fahrenheit  (°F)  to  60  °F. 
The  average  high  and  low  temperatures  during  the  winter  months  range  from  58  °F  to  22  °F. 

Precipitation,  The  average  annual  precipitation  for  McConnell  AFB  is  32.6  inches.  Precipitation 
is  greatest  during  the  warmer  months  of  the  year,  and  the  peak  monthly  average  of  5.1  inehes 
oceurs  in  June.  Preeipitation  is  at  a  minimum  during  the  winter,  as  the  lowest  monthly  average  of 
0.9  inehes  occurs  in  January.  Snow  is  not  uncommon  during  winter;  the  average  annual  snowfall 
amounts  to  15.5  inehes. 

Prevailing  Winds,  MeConnell  AFB  experiences  fairly  breezy  eonditions,  as  the  average  wind 
speed  for  eaeh  month  of  the  year  is  at  least  8  miles  per  hour  and  the  annual  average  wind  speed  is 
9.6  miles  per  hour.  Spring  is  generally  the  windiest  season,  as  the  peak  average  monthly  winds  of 
1 1  miles  per  hour  occur  in  March  and  April.  The  winds  prevail  from  the  north  from  January 
through  August  and  from  the  south  from  September  through  Deeember  (NOAA  1998). 
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D.4.1 


OPERATIONS  EMISSION  CALCULATIONS  FOR  THE  KC-46A  PROJECT 
SCENARIOS  AT  McCONNELL  AFB 

Table  D.4-1.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at 
Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Aircraft 

Number  of  Operations 

LTO 

TOO 

LFB 

LFP 

Total 

KC-135 

1,474 

- 

- 

5,983 

7,457 

UH-60 

1,302 

- 

- 

720 

2,022 

UH-1N 

412 

- 

- 

2,184 

2,596 

Transient 

975 

- 

- 

2,205 

3,179 

Totals 

4,162 

- 

- 

11,091 

15,253 

Key:  LFB  =  low  flyby,  LFP  =  low  flight  pattern,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff, 
TGO  =  touch  and  go. 


Table  D.4-2.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at 
McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Aircraft 

Number  of  Operations 

LTO 

TGO 

LFB 

LFP 

Total 

KC-135 

2,771 

- 

- 

9,490 

12,261 

Transient 

2,838 

- 

- 

2,838 

5,676 

Totals 

5,609 

- 

- 

12,328 

17,937 

Key:  LFB  =  low  flyby,  LFP  =  low  flight  pattern,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff, 
TGO  =  touch  and  go. 

Source:  EIS  Table  2-17. 


Table  D.4-3.  Year  2012  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  McConnell  AFB  -  KC-46A 

Project  Existing  Conditions 


Aircraft  Type/Operation 

Operations 

per 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  (Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annuai  Hours 

55% 

60% 

Climbout 

Takeoff 

55% 

60% 

Climbout 

Takeoff 

KC-135 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to 
Overhead 

4,413 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

883 

147 

- 

74 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

2,998 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

250 

100 

- 

50 

Closed  Pattern  -  Tactical 

2,079 

8.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

277 

69 

69 

35 

Total  TIMs- 

1,410 

316 

69 

158 

Transient  ^ 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to 
Overhead 

1,320 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

264 

44 

- 

22 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

896 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

75 

30 

- 

15 

Closed  Pattern  -  Tactical 

622 

8.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

83 

21 

21 

10 

Total  TIMs- 

422 

95 

21 

47 

®  Engine  setting  TIMs  assumed  =  KC-135  as  there  are  several  large  aircraft  =  KC-135S  and  C-130s. 
Key:  %  =  percent,  TIM  =  Time  In  Mode,  VFR  =  visual  flight  rules. 
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Table  D.4-4.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Year  2012  Aircraft  Operations  at 
McConnell  AFB  -  KC-46A  Project  Existing  Conditions 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

voc 

CO 

NO^ 

S02 

PM  10 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

COse 

Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2012 

Transient  Aircraft  -  LTOs 

3.95 

14.49 

9.00 

0.90 

2.20 

2.20 

1,649.33 

0.05 

0.05 

1,666.19 

Transient  Aircraft  -  Closed 
Patterns 

0.30 

7.97 

55.49 

4.53 

0.24 

0.24 

13,756.55 

0.38 

0.43 

13,897.15 

McConnell  AFB  Year  2012  -  LTOs 

KC-135  Aircraft 

9.59 

142.20 

52.23 

7.54 

0.42 

0.42 

22,870 

0.63 

0.71 

23,104 

Transient  Aircraft 

11.50 

42.21 

26.20 

2.62 

6.40 

6.40 

4,803 

0.13 

0.15 

4,852 

Subtotal  -  McConnell  AFB 
Year  2012  LTOs 

21.08 

184.40 

78.42 

10.16 

6.83 

6.83 

27,673 

0.77 

0.86 

27,956 

McConnell  AFB  Year  2012  -  Closed  Patterns 

KC-135  -  55% 

0.92 

28.22 

142.12 

12.83 

0.67 

0.67 

38,914 

1.08 

1.21 

39,312 

KC-135  -  60% 

0.22 

5.77 

36.70 

3.12 

0.16 

0.16 

9,477 

0.26 

0.29 

9,574 

KC-135 -Climbout 

0.05 

0.08 

14.39 

0.95 

0.04 

0.04 

2,892 

0.08 

0.09 

2,921 

KC-135  -  Take-off 

0.11 

0.22 

45.65 

2.62 

0.17 

0.17 

7,936 

0.22 

0.25 

8,017 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.39 

10.25 

71.43 

5.84 

0.31 

0.31 

17,710 

0.49 

0.55 

17,891 

Subtotal  -  McConnell  AFB 
Year  2012  Closed  Patterns 

1.69 

44.54 

310.30 

25.36 

1.36 

1.36 

76,929 

2.13 

2.39 

77,715 

Total  Year  2012  -  McConnell 
AFB 

22.78 

228.95 

388.72 

35.51 

8.19 

8.19 

104,602 

2.89 

3.25 

105,672 

Total  Year  2012  KC-135 
Aircraft  Operations 

10.89 

176.49 

291.09 

27.06 

1.47 

1.47 

82,089 

2.27 

2.55 

82,928 

Total  Year  2012  Transient 
Aircraft  Operations 

11.89 

52.46 

97.63 

8.46 

6.72 

6.72 

22,513 

0.62 

0.70 

22,743 

Scenario/Source 

Annuai  Emissions- Tons 

Acetal¬ 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2012 

Transient  Aircraft  -  LTOs 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  -  Closed 
Patterns 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

McConnell  AFB  Year  2012  -  LTOs 

KC-135  Aircraft 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.03 

0.03 

0.05 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  McConnell  AFB 
Year  2012  LTOs 

0.03 

0.03 

0.06 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

- 

- 

McConnell  AFB  Year  2012  -  Closed  Patterns 

KC-135  -  55% 

- 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

- 

- 

KC-135  -  60% 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

KC-135  -  Climbout 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

KC-135  -  Take-off 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  McConnell  AFB 
Year  2012  Closed  Patterns 

0.00 

0.00 

0.03 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

- 

- 

Total  Year  2012  -  McConnell 
AFB 

0.03 

0.03 

0.10 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.05 

0.02 

- 

- 

Total  Year  2012  KC-135 
Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.04 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.05 

0.02 

- 

- 

Total  Year  2012  Transient 
Aircraft  Operations 

0.03 

0.03 

0.05 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Table  D.4-4.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Year  2012  Aircraft  Operations  at 
McConnell  AFB  -  KC-46A  Project  Existing  Conditions  (Continued) 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

Dlbenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

Di(2-Ethyl- 

hexyl) 

Phthalate 

(DEHP) 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2012 

Transient  Aircraft  -  LTOs 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.06 

- 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  -  Closed 
Patterns 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

McConnell  AFB  Year  2012  -  LTOs 

KC-135  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.03 

0.00 

0.45 

- 

- 

0.40 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.17 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  McConnell  AFB 
Year  2012  LTOs 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.03 

0.01 

0.63 

- 

- 

0.40 

McConnell  AFB  Year  2012  -  Closed  Patterns 

KC-135  -  55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.03 

0.00 

0.13 

- 

- 

0.57 

KC-135  -  60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.00 

0.03 

- 

- 

0.14 

KC-135 -Climbout 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

0.05 

KC-135  -  Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

0.00 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  McConnell  AFB 
Year  2012  Closed  Patterns 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.05 

0.00 

0.19 

- 

- 

0.76 

Total  Year  2012  -  McConnell 
AFB 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.08 

0.01 

0.81 

- 

- 

1.17 

Total  Year  2012  KC-135 
Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.08 

0.01 

0.63 

- 

- 

1.17 

Total  Year  2012  Transient 
Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.18 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Source 

Annuai  Emissions- Tons 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naph¬ 

thalene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propion- 

aldehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetrachlor 
oethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2012 

Transient  Aircraft  -  LTOs 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.01 

Transient  Aircraft  -  Closed 
Patterns 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

McConnell  AFB  Year  2012  -  LTOs 

KC-135  Aircraft 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

0.01 

0.05 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

0.02 

Subtotal  -  McConnell  AFB 
Year  2012  LTOs 

- 

- 

0.03 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

0.01 

0.07 

McConnell  AFB  Year  2012  -  Closed  Patterns 

KC-135  -  55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.02 

0.05 

KC-135  -  60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

KC-135  -  Climbout 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

KC-135  -  Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

Subtotal  -  McConnell  AFB 
Year  2012  Closed  Patterns 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.03 

0.06 

Total  Year  2012  -  McConnell 
AFB 

- 

- 

0.03 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

0.04 

0.14 

Total  Year  2012  KC-135 
Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

0.04 

0.11 

Total  Year  2012  Transient 
Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

0.02 
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Table  D.4-4.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Year  2012  Aircraft  Operations  at 
McConnell  AFB  -  KC-46A  Project  Existing  Conditions  (Continued) 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

1,1,1- 

Trlchloro- 

ethane 

Trlchloro- 

ethEne 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

Fairchild  AFB  -  Year  2012 

Transient  Aircraft  -  LTOs 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  -  Closed 
Patterns 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

McConnell  AFB  Year  2012  -  LTOs 

KC-135  Aircraft 

0.00 

- 

0.03 

0.01 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  McConnell  AFB 
Year  2012  LTOs 

0.00 

- 

0.03 

0.01 

- 

McConnell  AFB  Year  2012  -  Closed  Patterns 

KC-135  -  55% 

0.01 

- 

0.04 

0.01 

- 

KC-135  -  60% 

0.00 

- 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

KC-135 -Climbout 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

KC-135  -  Take-off 

0.00 

- 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  McConnell  AFB 
Year  2012  Closed  Patterns 

0.01 

- 

0.06 

0.02 

- 

Total  Year  2012  -  McConnell 
AFB 

0.01 

- 

0.09 

0.03 

- 

Total  Year  2012  KC-135 
Aircraft  Operations 

0.01 

- 

0.09 

0.03 

- 

Total  Year  2012  Transient 
Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Key:  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient, 
LTO  =  ianding  and  takeoff,  McConnell  AFB  =  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  NO*  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide, 

PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particuiate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter, 

SO2  =  suifur  dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic  compound. 


Table  D.4-5.  Annual  Average  Nonroad  Emission  Factors  - 
Fairchild  AFB  and  McConnell  AFB 


HP  Category/Fuel  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Gram^Horsepower)^ 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO, 

PM,o 

PM, 5 

CO, 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  25-40  Hp 

0.70 

3.43 

4.87 

0.13 

0.50 

0.46 

609 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  41-50  Hp 

0.50 

2.56 

4.93 

0.13 

0.45 

0.41 

610 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  51-75  Hp 

0.48 

2.52 

4.90 

0.13 

0.44 

0.40 

611 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  76-100  Hp 

0.52 

3.68 

4.61 

0.13 

0.53 

0.49 

607 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 101-175  Hp 

0.54 

3.92 

4.58 

0.13 

0.61 

0.56 

608 

Nonroad  Equipment  -  176-300  Hp 

0.38 

1.72 

4.09 

0.11 

0.38 

0.35 

547 

Year  2016  McConnell  AFB 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 101-175  Hp 

0.38 

2.75 

3.11 

0.12 

0.46 

0.42 

608 

®  Factors  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  NONROAD2008a  modei  (USEPA  2009)  for  Spokane  County  2012  and 


Sedgwick  County  2016. 

Key:  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  EPA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Flp  =  horsepower,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  PM10  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 

PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.4-6.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  Existing  AGE  Usages  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

voc 

CO 

NO^ 

S02 

PM  10 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

COje 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB 

10-50  Hp 

0.04 

0.17 

0.24 

0.01 

0.03 

0.02 

30 

0.00 

0.00 

30.68 

76-100  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.26 

101-175  Hp 

1.20 

8.70 

10.17 

0.29 

1.35 

1.25 

1,350 

0.21 

0.01 

1,358.71 

176-300  Hp 

0.00 

0.02 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

5 

0.00 

0.00 

4.95 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
Fairchild  AFB 

1.24 

8.89 

10.45 

0.30 

1.38 

1.27 

1,385 

0.21 

0.02 

1,395 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
McConnell  AFB  ^ 

1.67 

11.98 

14.08 

0.40 

1.86 

1.71 

1,867 

0.29 

0.02 

1,879 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016 
McConnell  AFB  FTU 
Scenario  *’ 

1.17 

8.41 

9.56 

0.37 

1.41 

1.29 

1,868 

0.29 

0.02 

1,881 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016 
McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

Scenario' 

0.59 

4.25 

4.84 

0.19 

0.71 

0.65 

945 

0.15 

0.01 

952 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

Acetal¬ 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3-Buta- 

dlene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Creso! 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB 

10-50  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

76-100  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

101-175  Hp 

0.09 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

176-300  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
Fairchild  AFB 

0.09 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
McConnell  AFB  ^ 

0.12 

0.02 

0.03 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016 
McConnell  AFB  FTU 
Scenario  *’ 

0.09 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016 
McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

Scenario' 

0.06 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

Dlbenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

Dl(2- 

Ethyl hexyl 
)  Phthalate 
(DEHP) 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB 

10-50  Hp 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

76-100  Hp 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

101-175  Hp 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.18 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

176-300  Hp 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
Fairchild  AFB 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.19 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
McConnell  AFB  ^ 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.25 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016 
McConnell  AFB  FTU 
Scenario  *’ 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.18 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016 
McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

Scenario' 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.12 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Table  D.4-6.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  Existing  AGE  Usages  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  | 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naph¬ 

thalene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propion- 

aldehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB 

10-50  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

76-100  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

101-175  Hp 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

176-300  Hp 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
Fairchild  AFB 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
McConnell  AFB  ^ 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.03 

- 

- 

- 

0.02 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016 
McConnell  AFB  FTU 
Scenario  *’ 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016 
McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

Scenario' 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions -Tons 

1,1,1- 

Trlchloro- 

ethane 

Trlchloro- 

ethEne 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB 

10-50  Hp 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

76-100  Hp 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

101-175  Hp 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

176-300  Hp 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
Fairchild  AFB 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2012 
McConnell  AFB  ^ 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016 
McConnell  AFB  FTU 
Scenario  *’ 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2016 
McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

Scenario' 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

^  2012  McConnell  AFB  AGE  emissions  =  Fairchild  AFB  201 2  emissions  *  McConnell  AFB  2012  total  LTOs/ Fairchild  AFB  2012  total  LTOs. 
2016  McConnell  AFB  existing  aircraft  AGE  emissions  for  the  FTU  scenario  =  2012  Fairchild  AFB  AGE  emissions  *  (McConnell 


AFB  2016  nonroad  EFs/2012  Fairchild  AFB  nonroad  EFs). 

201 6  McConnell  AFB  existing  aircraft  AGE  emissions  for  the  MOB  1  scenario  =  2012  Fairchild  AFB  AGE  emissions  *  (McConnell  AFB 
201 6  transient  aircraft  LTOs/  Fairchild  AFB  2012  LTOs)  *(  McConnell  AFB  2016  nonroad  EFs/2012  Fairchild  AFB  nonroad  EFs). 

Key:  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide, 
C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  Efs  =  emission  factors,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  MOB  1  =  First 
Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  In  diameter, 
PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  In  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.4-7.  Existing  Aircraft  On-Wing  Engine  Testing  Activity  Data  for 

McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Aircraft/Test 

Type 

Tests/Year 

#  of  Engines 

Duration 

(Minutes) 

Engine  Setting/Annual  Engine  Hours 

Idle  1  Approach  |  Intermediate  I  Takeoff 

1x0-135“  1 

1  Pre-Flight  Run  -  Assume  part  of  LTO 

Idle  Run 

3,380 

1 

10 

563.3 

- 

- 

- 

Mid-Power  Run 

2,080 

2 

10 

693.3 

- 

- 

- 

Mid-Power  Run 

2,080 

2 

60 

- 

- 

520.0 

- 

Power  Run 

1,560 

2 

10 

520.0 

- 

- 

- 

Power  Run 

1,560 

2 

30 

- 

- 

- 

195.0 

Transient 

10 

2 

10 

3.3 

- 

- 

- 

Transient 

10 

2 

30 

- 

- 

- 

1.3 

iTotal  Time  In  Modes  -  KC-135  I 

1,780 

- 

520 

196 

^  Source  Is  SAIC  2013m. 

Key:  #  =  number,  LTO  =  landing  and  takeoff,  TIM  =  Time  In  Mode. 
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Table  D.4-8.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  Existing  Aircraft  On-Wing  Engine  Testing 
Activities  for  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions- Tons  \ 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

C02e 

\KC-135  I 

Idle 

1.90 

27.70 

3.61 

0.96 

0.05 

0.05 

2,902 

0.08 

0.09 

2,931 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

0.10 

0.15 

26.98 

1.79 

0.08 

0.08 

5,424 

0.15 

0.17 

5,479 

Military 

0.04 

0.07 

14.16 

0.81 

0.05 

0.05 

2,462 

0.07 

0.08 

2,487 

Subtotal  KC-135 

2.03 

27.92 

44.75 

3.56 

0.19 

0.19 

10,787 

0.30 

0.34 

10,897 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

2.03 

27.92 

44.75 

3.56 

0.19 

0.19 

10,787 

0.30 

0.34 

Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  \ 

Acetal¬ 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

\  KC-135  I 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

- 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

Military 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.006 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.006 

- 

- 

Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annuai  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

Dibenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthaiate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dlnltro- 

phenol 

Di(2-Ethyl- 

hexyl) 

Phthaiate 

(DEHP) 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\  KC-135  1 

Idle 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.005 

0.001 

0.086 

- 

- 

0.061 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.008 

- 

0.009 

- 

- 

0.085 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.002 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.014 

0.001 

0.101 

- 

- 

0.148 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.014 

0.001 

0.101 

- 

- 

0.148 

Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annuai  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Proplo- 

nalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

\  KC-135  1 

Idle 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.002 

0.008 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

Military 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

Subtotal  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.003 

0.011 

Total  Emissions  -  2012 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.003 

0.011 

Scenario/Engine  Type 

Annuai  Emissions -Tons  | 

1,1,1- 

Trlchloro- 

ethane 

Trlchloro- 

ethEne 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

\  KC-135  1 

Idle 

0.001 

- 

0.004 

0.001 

- 

Approach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Intermediate 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.001 

- 

Military 

0.000 

- 

0.002 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  KC-135 

0.001 

- 

0.011 

0.003 

- 

Total  Emissions- 2012 

0.001 

- 

0.011 

0.003 

- 

Key:  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 
N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in 
diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.4-9.  Annual  Aircraft  LTOs  - 
McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Aircraft 

Annual  LTOs 

Fairchild  AFB 
2012 

McConnell 
AFB  2012 

McConnell 
AFB  FTU 

McConnell 
AFB  MOB  1 

KC-135 

1,474 

2,771 

2,771 

- 

UH-60 

1,302 

- 

- 

- 

UH-1N 

412 

- 

- 

- 

Transient 

975 

2,838 

2,838 

2,838 

KC-46A 

- 

- 

1,827 

2,815 

Total  LTOs 

4,162 

5,609 

7,435 

5,653 

Key:  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  LTO  = 
landing  and  takeoff,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base. 


Table  D.4-10.  Annual  Average  Nonroad  Emission  Factors  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios 


HP  Category/Fuel  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Horsepower)  “ 

VOC  1 

CO  1 

NO, 

SO2  1 

PM  10  1 

P/W2.5  1 

CO2  1 

CH4  1 

N2O  1 

CO  2^ 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

0.54  1 

3.92  1 

4.58 

0U3i 

0.61  1 

0.56  1 

608  1 

0.094  1 

0.007  1 

612 

Year  2016  McConnell  AFB 

100-175  HP  Diesel 

0.38  1 

2.75  1 

3.11 

0.12  1 

0.46  1 

0.42  1 

608  1 

0.094  1 

0.007  1 

613 

^  Year  201 2/201 6  factors  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  ERA  NONROAD2008a  model  (USEPA  2009)  for  Spokane/Sedgwick 


Counties. 

Key:  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 
ERA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FIP  =  horsepower,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound. 


Table  D.4-11.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  AGE  Usages  by  KC-46A  Aircraft  - 
McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions- Tons 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

COse 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

1.24 

8.89 

10.45 

0.30 

1.38 

1.27 

1,385 

0.21 

0.02 

1,395 

Subtotal  -  Year  2008 

1.24 

8.89 

10.45 

0.30 

1.38 

1.27 

1,385 

0.21 

0.02 

1,395 

Year  2016  -  McConnell  AFB  FTU  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment® 

0.38 

2.74 

3.11 

0.12 

0.46 

0.42 

608 

0.09 

0.01 

613 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

0.38 

2.74 

3.11 

0.12 

0.46 

0.42 

608 

0.09 

0.01 

613 

Year  2016  -  McConnell  AFB  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment® 

0.59 

4.22 

4.80 

0.18 

0.71 

0.65 

937 

0.14 

0.01 

943 

Subtotal  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

0.59 

4.22 

4.80 

0.18 

0.71 

0.65 

937 

0.14 

0.01 

943 

Scenario/Source 

Annual  Emissions  -  Tons 

Acetal¬ 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.09 

0.014 

0.025 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2008 

0.09 

0.014 

0.025 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  -  McConnell  AFB  FTU  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment® 

0.03 

0.004 

0.008 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

0 

0.004 

0.008 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  -  McConnell  AFB  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment® 

0.04 

0.007 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

0 

0.007 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Table  D.4-11.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  AGE  Usages  by  KC-46A  Aircraft  - 
McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios  (Continued) 


Scenario/Source 

1  Annual  Emissions  -  Tons  | 

Dihenz- 

ofuran 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dmitro- 

phenol 

Di(2-Ethyl- 

hexyl) 

Phthalate 

(DEHP) 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formalde¬ 

hyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

1  Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB  \ 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.185 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2008 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.185 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1  Year  2016  -  McConnell  AFB  FTU  Scenario  \ 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment® 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.057 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.057 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1  Year  2016  -  McConnell  AFB  MOB  1  Scenario  \ 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment® 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.088 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.088 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Source 

1  Annuai  Emissions- Tons  | 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propio- 

nalde- 

hyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1  Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB  \ 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.000 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.019 

- 

- 

- 

0.013 

Subtotal  -  Year  2008 

0.000 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.019 

- 

- 

- 

0.013 

1  Year  2016  -  McConnell  AFB  FTU  Scenario  \ 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment® 

0.000 

0.004 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

0.004 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

0.000 

0.004 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

0.004 

1  Year  2016  -  McConnell  AFB  MOB  1  Scenario  \ 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment® 

- 

- 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

Subtotal  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

- 

- 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

Scenario/Source 

1  Annual  Emissions  -  Tons 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Trichloro- 

ethene 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

o-Xylene 

1  Year  2012  -  Fairchild  AFB  \ 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  Year  2008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1  Year  2016  -  McConnell  AFB  FTU  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment® 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  FTU  Scenario 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1  Year  2016  -  McConnell  AFB  MOB  1  Scenario 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment® 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  -  MOB  1  Scenario 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

®  Future  year  AGE  emissions  =  2012  Fairchiid  AGE  emissions  times  the  ratio  of  future  year/2012  Fairchiid  worker  populations 


*  scenario  year  nonroad  emission  factor/2012  nonroad  emission  factor. 

Key:  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 
FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate 
matter  less  than  1 0  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide, 

VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.4-12.  Annual  GMV/Nonroad  Equipment  Usages  -  McConnell  AFB 

Project  Scenarios 


Fuel  Type 

Annual  Hp-Hr  ^ 

2012 

Year  2016 

FTU 

Year  2016 

MOB  1 

Year  2016  FTU 
Only 

Year  2016 

MOB  1  Only 

Biodiesel 

4,161,433 

4,745,312 

3,554,233 

583,879 

1 ,624,669 

Diesel 

654,544 

746,381 

559,039 

91,837 

255,541 

Totals 

4,815,977 

5,491,693 

4,113,272 

675,716 

1,880,210 

®  Future  year  estimates  based  on  ratio  of  future  year/201 2  Fairchild  AFB  worker  populations. 

Key:  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  Hp  =  horsepower,  Fir  =  hour,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating 
Base. 


Table  D.4-13.  Annual  Number  of  Workers  -  McConnell  AFB  KC-46A 

Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #  of  Workers  ^ 

Fraction  of  2012 

#  of  Workers  per 
Scenario 

Fraction  of  2012 

Year  201 2 

4,818 

- 

- 

- 

Year  201 6  FTU 

5,494 

1.14 

676 

0.14 

Year  201 6  MOB  1 

4,115 

0.85 

1,881 

0.39 

®  EIS  Tables  2-18  and  2-21. 

Key:#  =  number,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base. 


Table  D.4-14.  Annual  Average  Nonroad  Emission  Factors  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario/Vehicle  Class 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Hp-Hr)  ^ 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

so. 

PMw 

PM  2.5 

CO. 

CH4 

w.o 

CO.e 

Year  2012 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 
176-300  Hp  -  Biodiesel 

0.30 

1.72 

4.17 

0.11 

0.33 

0.20 

547 

0.094 

0.007 

551 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 
176-300  Hp- Diesel 

0.38 

1.72 

4.09 

0.11 

0.38 

0.20 

547 

0.094 

0.007 

551 

Year  2016  FTU  or  MOB  1 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 
176-300  Hp  -  Biodiesel 

0.23 

1.12 

2.72 

0.10 

0.26 

0.20 

547 

0.094 

0.007 

551 

Nonroad  Equipment  - 
176-300  Hp- Diesel 

0.29 

1.12 

2.67 

0.10 

0.30 

0.20 

547 

0.094 

0.007 

551 

®  Factors  estimated  with  the  use  of  the  ERA  NONROAD2008a  model  (USEPA  2009)  for  Sedgwick  County.  Biodiesel  EFs  reduced 


according  to  ERA  2002. 

Key:  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  EFs  =  emission  factors, 
ERA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  Hp  =  horsepower.  Hr  =  hour,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating 
Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate 
matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.4-15.  Annual  Emissions  from  GMV/Nonroad  Equipment  Usages  - 
McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario/Vehicle  Class 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

Year  2012 

Nonroad  -  Biodiesel 

1.39 

7.89 

19.14 

0.50 

1.53 

0.92 

2,509.15 

0.43 

0.03 

2,527.74 

Nonroad  -  Diesel 

0.27 

1.24 

2.95 

0.08 

0.27 

0.14 

394.66 

0.07 

0.00 

397.58 

Total 

1.67 

9.13 

22.09 

0.58 

1.81 

1.06 

2,903.81 

0.50 

0.04 

2,925.32 

Year  2016  FTU 

Nonroad  -  Biodiesel 

1.21 

5.86 

14.25 

0.52 

1.38 

1.05 

2,861.21 

0.49 

0.04 

2,882.40 

Nonroad  -  Diesel 

0.24 

0.92 

2.20 

0.08 

0.25 

0.16 

450.03 

0.08 

0.01 

453.37 

Total 

1.45 

6.78 

16.44 

0.61 

1.63 

1.21 

3,311.24 

0.57 

0.04 

3,335.76 

Year  2016  MOB  1 

Nonroad  -  Biodiesel 

0.91 

4.39 

10.67 

0.39 

1.03 

0.78 

2,143.04 

0.37 

0.03 

2,158.91 

Nonroad  -  Diesel 

0.18 

0.69 

1.65 

0.06 

0.18 

0.12 

337.07 

0.06 

0.00 

339.57 

Total 

1.09 

5.08 

12.32 

0.45 

1.22 

0.91 

2,480.11 

0.43 

0.03 

2,498.48 

Year  2016  FTU  Only 

Nonroad  -  Biodiesel 

0.15 

0.72 

1.75 

0.06 

0.17 

0.13 

352.05 

0.06 

0.00 

354.66 

Nonroad  -  Diesel 

0.03 

0.11 

0.27 

0.01 

0.03 

0.02 

55.37 

0.01 

0.00 

55.78 

Total 

0.18 

0.83 

2.02 

0.07 

0.20 

0.15 

407.43 

0.07 

0.00 

410.44 

Year  2016  MOB  1  Only 

Nonroad  -  Biodiesel 

0.42 

2.01 

4.88 

0.18 

0.47 

0.36 

979.60 

0.17 

0.01 

986.86 

Nonroad  -  Diesel 

0.08 

0.32 

0.75 

0.03 

0.08 

0.06 

154.08 

0.03 

0.00 

155.22 

Total 

0.50 

2.32 

5.63 

0.21 

0.56 

0.41 

1,133.68 

0.19 

0.01 

1,142.08 

Note:  Future  year  emissions  =  2008  emissions  *  scenario  worker  fraction  of  2008  *  scenario  year  vehicie  emission 
factor/  2008  vehicle  emission  factor. 

Key:  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  COse  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 

FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide, 

PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in 
diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.4-16.  Annual  On  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Mileage  Calculations  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

#  of  Workers 

Worker 
Fraction  of 

Days  per  Year 

Vehicle 

Occupancy 

Round  Trips 
per  Year 

Miles  per 
Round  Trip® 

Annual  On 
Base  VMT 

Year  2012 

4,818 

- 

260 

0.95 

1,190,046 

3.0 

3,570,138 

Year  2016  FTU  Only 

676 

0.14 

260 

0.95 

166,972 

3.0 

500,916 

Year  2016  MOB  1  Only 

1,881 

0.39 

260 

0.95 

464,607 

3.0 

1,393,821 

Year  2016  FTU  Total  Base 

5,494 

1.14 

260 

0.95 

1,357,018 

3.0 

4,071,054 

Year  2016  MOB  1  Total  Base 

4,115 

0.85 

260 

0.95 

1,016,405 

3.0 

3,049,215 

®  Estimated  from  base  gate/roadway  systems. 

Key:  #  =  number,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  VMT  =  vehicle  miles  traveled. 


Table  D.4-17.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Emission  Factors  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Proposed  Actions 


Project  Year/Source  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/Mile)  ° 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

C020 

Year  2012 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.06 

2.17 

0.39 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

321 

0.00 

0.00 

321 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.42 

2.51 

10.36 

0.01 

0.56 

0.50 

1,949 

0.00 

0.00 

1,949 

Composite 

0.06 

2.17 

0.42 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

326 

0.00 

0.00 

326 

Year  2016  FTU 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.03 

1.60 

0.19 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

302 

0.00 

0.00 

302 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.25 

1.57 

6.44 

0.01 

0.36 

0.30 

1,949 

0.00 

0.00 

1,949 

Composite 

0.03 

1.60 

0.21 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

307 

0.00 

0.00 

307 

^  Estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  MOVES2010b  model  (USEPA  2013)  and  based  upon  default  parameters  for  Sedgwick 


County. 

Equal  to  99.7/0.3%  LDGV/HDDV. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 

EPA  =  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  HDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicles,  LDGV  =  light  duty 
gasoline  vehicle,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 
PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.4-18.  Annual  Emissions  from  On  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Activities  - 
McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

P/W2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

W20 

COje 

Year  2012 

0.24 

8.49 

1.64 

0.02 

0.08 

0.04 

1,275 

0.00 

0.00 

1,275 

Year  201 6  FTU  Only 

0.02 

0.88 

0.12 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

169 

0.00 

0.00 

169 

Year  201 6  MOB  1  Only 

0.05 

2.44 

0.32 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

469 

0.00 

0.00 

469 

Year  201 6  FTU  Total  Base 

0.13 

7.13 

0.94 

0.02 

0.08 

0.04 

1,370 

0.00 

0.00 

1,371 

Year  2016  MOB  1  Total  Base 

0.10 

5.34 

0.70 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

1,026 

0.00 

0.00 

1,027 

Note:  Future  year  emissions  =  2008  emissions  *  scenario  worker  fraction  of  2008  *  scenario  year  composite  emission  factor/  2008 
composite  emission  factor. 

Key:  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  0020  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient,  FTU  =  Formai  Training 
Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than 
10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  suifur  dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic 
compound. 


Table  D.4-19.  Annual  On  Base  On-Road  Vehicle  Mileage  Calculations  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

#  of  Workers 

Worker 
Fraction  of 
2012 

Days  per 
Year 

Vehicle 

Occupancy 

Rate 

Round  Trips 
per  Year 

Miles  per 
Round  Trip  “ 

Annual  On 
Base  VMT 

Year  2012 

4,818 

- 

260 

0.95 

1,190,046 

12.0 

14,280,552 

Year  2016  FTU  Only 

676 

0.14 

260 

0.95 

166,972 

12.0 

2,003,664 

Year  201 6  MOB  1  Only 

1,881 

0.39 

260 

0.95 

464,607 

12.0 

5,575,284 

Year  2016  FTU  Total  Base 

5,494 

1.14 

260 

0.95 

1,357,018 

12.0 

16,284,216 

Year  2016  MOB  1  Total  Base 

4,115 

0.85 

260 

0.95 

1,016,405 

12.0 

12,196,860 

®  Distance  from  McConneil  AFB  to  the  center  of  Wichita. 

Key:  #  =  number,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  VMT  =  vehicie  miies 
traveied. 


Table  D.4-20.  MOBILE6.2  Annual  Average  On-Road  Emission  Factors  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Proposed  Actions 


Project  Year/Source  Type 

Emission  Factors  (Grams^Miie)  ^ 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM, a 

PM  2., 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

COse 

Year  2012 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.06 

2.17 

0.39 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

321 

0.0006 

0.0001 

321 

LDGV  -  Road  5 

0.09 

2.79 

0.41 

0.01 

0.04 

0.01 

397 

0.0008 

0.0002 

398 

LDGV  -  Composite 

0.08 

2.64 

0.41 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

378 

0.0008 

0.0002 

386 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.42 

2.51 

10.36 

0.01 

0.56 

0.50 

1,949 

0.0010 

0.0009 

1,949 

HDDV  -  Road  5 

0.66 

3.67 

12.74 

0.02 

1.00 

0.83 

2,426 

0.0012 

0.0011 

2,427 

HDDV  -  Composite  ^ 

0.60 

3.38 

12.15 

0.02 

0.89 

0.74 

2,307 

0.0012 

0.0011 

2,355 

Year  2016  FTU 

LDGV  -  Road  3 

0.03 

1.60 

0.19 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

302 

0.0006 

0.0001 

302 

LDGV  -  Road  5 

0.04 

2.05 

0.19 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

374 

0.0007 

0.0002 

374 

LDGV  -  Composite 

0.04 

1.94 

0.19 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

356 

0.0007 

0.0001 

356 

HDDV  -  Road  3 

0.25 

1.57 

6.44 

0.01 

0.36 

0.30 

1.949 

0.0010 

0.0009 

1,949 

HDDV  -  Road  5 

0.40 

2.29 

8.00 

0.02 

0.67 

0.51 

2,427 

0.0012 

0.0011 

2,427 

HDDV  -  Composite  ^ 

0.37 

2.11 

7.61 

0.02 

0.59 

0.46 

2,307 

0.0012 

0.0011 

2,308 

®  Estimated  with  the  use  of  the  EPA  MOVES2010b  modei  (USEPA  2013)  and  based  upon  defauit  parameters  for  Sedgwick 


County 

*  Equai  to  25/75%  road  3/road  5  conditions. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  0020  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient, 

EPA  =  Environmentai  Protection  Agency,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesei  vehicie,  LDGV  =  iight  duty 
gasoiine  vehicie,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 
PM2.5  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  suifur  dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.4-21.  Annual  Emissions  from  Off-Base  Vehicle  Activities  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios 


Scenario  Year/Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

VOC 

1  CO 

1  WO, 

1  SO2 

PMw 

PM2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

0020  1 

1  Year  2012  \ 

LDGV 

1.21 

40.41 

6.22 

0.09 

0.20 

5,802 

0.01 

5,920 

HDDV 

0.19 

1.06 

3.80 

0.01 

0.23 

722 

0.00 

737 

Total 

1.40 

41.47 

10.02 

0.09 

0.75 

0.43 

6,524 

0.01 

0.00 

6,657 

LDGV 

0.08 

4.16 

0.42 

0.01 

0.06 

0.03 

766 

0.00 

0.00 

766 

HDDV 

0.02 

0.09 

0.33 

0.00 

0.03 

0.02 

101 

0.00 

0.00 

101 

Total 

0.09 

4.26 

0.75 

0.01 

0.09 

0.05 

867 

0.00 

0.00 

867 

I  Year  2016  MOB  1  Only  \ 

LDGV 

0.21 

11.59 

1.16 

0.03 

0.18 

0.07 

2,130 

0.00 

0.00 

2,130 

HDDV 

0.26 

0.93 

0.00 

0.06 

282 

0.00 

0.00 

282 

Total 

2.09 

0.03 

0.13 

0.00 

0.00 

\  Year  2016  FTU  Total  Base  I 

LDGV 

0.61 

1  33.85 

3.39 

0.09 

0.52 

0.21 

6,222 

0.01 

0.00 

6,223 

HDDV 

2.72 

0.01 

0.16 

823 

0.00 

0.00 

824 

Total 

6.10 

0.10 

0.37 

0.01 

0.00 

1  Year  2016  MOB  1  Total  Base  I 

LDGV 

0.46 

25.35 

2.54 

0.07 

0.39 

0.15 

4,660 

0.01 

0.00 

4,661 

HDDV 

0.10 

0.56 

2.03 

0.00 

0.16 

0.12 

617 

0.00 

0.00 

617 

Total 

0.56 

25.92 

4.57 

0.07 

0.55 

0.28 

5,277 

0.01 

0.00 

5,278 

Notes:  Assumes  that  2%  of  the  fleet  is  HDDV. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  FTU  =  Formal 
Training  Unit,  FIDDV  =  heavy  duty  diesel  vehicle,  LDGV  =  light  duty  gasoline  vehicle,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base, 

NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.4-22.  Annual  Emissions  from  Mobile  Fuel  Transfer  Activities  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios. 


Scenario 

#of 

Workers 

Worker 
Fraction 
of  2012 

1  Tons  per  Year  | 

VOC 

Benzene 

Cumene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Hexane 

MTBE 

Naph¬ 

thalene 

Toluene 

2,2,4 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Xylenes 

Year  2008 

Altus 

4,062 

- 

0.10 

0.0006 

0.0003 

0.0002 

0.00006 

0.00047 

0.00000 

0.00108 

0.00010 

0.00165 

Year  2012 
McConnell  AFB 

4,818 

1.19 

0.11 

0.0007 

0.0003 

0.0003 

0.0001 

0.0006 

0.0000 

0.0013 

0.0001 

0.0020 

Year  2016 

FTU  Only 

676 

0.17 

0.02 

0.0001 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0001 

0.0000 

0.0002 

0.0000 

0.0003 

Year  2016 

MOB  1  Only 

1,881 

0.46 

0.04 

0.0003 

0.0001 

0.0001 

0.0000 

0.0002 

0.0000 

0.0005 

0.0000 

0.0008 

Year  2016 

FTU  Total  Base 

5,494 

1.35 

0.13 

0.0008 

0.0004 

0.0003 

0.0001 

0.0006 

0.0000 

0.0015 

0.0001 

0.0022 

Year  2016 

MOB  1  Total  Base 

4,115 

1.01 

0.10 

0.0006 

0.0003 

0.0002 

0.0001 

0.0005 

0.0000 

0.0011 

0.0001 

0.0017 

Notes:  Future  year  emissions  =  2008  emissions  *  future  year  fraction  of  2008  worker  population. 

Key:  #  =  number,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  VOC  =  volatile  organic 
compound. 
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Table  D.4-23.  Annual  Emissions  from  Point  and  Area  Sources  -  McConnell  AFB 

KC-46A  Scenarios. 


Scenario  Year/Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PIW2.5 

CO2 

CH, 

N2O 

CO  2© 

Year  2012“ 

- 

7.96 

11.94 

0.27 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  FTU  Only 

- 

1.12 

1.68 

0.04 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  MOB  1  Only 

- 

3.11 

4.66 

0.11 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  FTU  Total  Base 

- 

9.08 

13.62 

0.31 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2016  MOB  1  Total 

Base 

- 

6.80 

10.20 

0.23 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Source:  (McConnell  AFB  2013). 

Key:  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent, 
FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  MOB  1  =  First  Main  Operating  Base,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate 
matter  less  than  1 0  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide, 

VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 


Table  D.4-24.  Annual  Emissions  for  Existing  Operations  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2012 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM  10 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

C02e  (mt) 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

10.89 

176.49 

291.09 

27.06 

1.47 

1.47 

82,089 

2.27 

2.55 

75,389 

Transient  Aircraft 

11.89 

52.46 

97.63 

8.46 

6.72 

6.72 

22,513 

0.62 

0.70 

20,676 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

2.03 

27.92 

44.75 

3.56 

0.19 

0.19 

10,787 

0.30 

0.34 

9,907 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

1.67 

11.98 

14.08 

0.40 

1.86 

1.71 

1,867 

0.29 

0.02 

1,708 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

1.67 

9.13 

22.09 

0.58 

1.81 

1.06 

2,904 

0.50 

0.04 

2,659 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

0.24 

8.49 

1.64 

0.02 

0.08 

0.04 

1,275 

0.00 

0.00 

1,159 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

1.40 

41.47 

10.02 

0.09 

0.75 

0.43 

6,524 

0.01 

0.00 

6,052 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.11 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

7.96 

11.94 

0.27 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions^ 

40.79 

335.90 

493.25 

40.43 

12.89 

11.63 

127,960 

4.00 

3.65 

117,551 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Acetal¬ 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.04 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.05 

0.02 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.03 

0.03 

0.05 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.12 

0.02 

0.03 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions^ 

0.15 

0.05 

0.13 

0.00 

- 

0.01 

0.05 

0.02 

- 

- 
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Table  D.4-24.  Annual  Emissions  for  Existing  Operations  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2012 

(Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  I 

Cumene 

Dlbenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dlnltro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.08 

0.01 

0.63 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.18 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.00 

0.10 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.25 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions^ 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.25 

0.10 

0.01 

0.91 

0.00 

- 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  I 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth¬ 

alene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propionald- 

ehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetrachlor 
oethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

1.17 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

0.04 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

0.15 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

- 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.03 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions^ 

1.32 

0.00 

0.02 

0.03 

- 

- 

0.03 

0.02 

- 

0.05 

Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trlchloro- 

ethane 

Trlchloro- 

ethene 

2,2,4 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

0.11 

0.01 

- 

0.09 

0.03 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Emissions^ 

0.17 

0.01 

- 

0.10 

0.03 

- 

0.00 

®  Data  from  2008  Mobile  Source  Air  Emissions  Inventory  for  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (Weston  Solutions,  Inc.  2008),  except  point  and 
area  sources  obtained  from  2008  Air  Emissions  Inventory  Turn  -  Around  Document  (ODEQ  2010)  and  Off-Base  POV  emissions 
calculated  with  the  use  of  typical  trip  lengths.  Flowever,  CO2  emissions  estimated  with  widely  acceptable  factors. 


Key:  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  0026  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  GMVs  =  government  motor 
vehicles,  mt  =  metric  tons,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter, 
PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.4-25.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU 

Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2016 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  I 

voc 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM  2.6 

CO2 

CH4 

N20 

COje  (mt) 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

34.63 

157.55 

1,034.50 

54.09 

3.35 

2.84 

163,451 

4.52 

5.08 

150,110 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

14.14 

48.41 

23.62 

1.88 

0.17 

0.15 

5,690 

0.16 

0.18 

5,226 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.38 

2.74 

3.11 

0.12 

0.46 

0.42 

608 

0 

0 

557 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

10.89 

176.49 

291.09 

27.06 

1.47 

1.47 

82,089 

2 

3 

75,389 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

11.89 

52.46 

97.63 

8.46 

6.72 

6.72 

22,513 

1 

1 

20,676 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

2.03 

27.92 

44.75 

3.56 

0.19 

0.19 

10,787 

0 

0 

9,907 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  Existing  Aircraft 

1.17 

8.41 

9.56 

0.37 

1.41 

1.29 

1,868 

0 

0 

1,710 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

1.45 

6.78 

16.44 

0.61 

1.63 

1.21 

3,311 

1 

0 

3,033 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

0.13 

7.13 

0.94 

0.02 

0.08 

0.04 

1,370.46 

0.00 

0.00 

1,246 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

0.74 

34.60 

6.10 

0.10 

0.73 

0.37 

7,045.00 

0.01 

0.00 

6,406 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.13 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

9.08 

13.62 

0.31 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

77.60 

531.55 

1,541.37 

96.55 

16.21 

14.71 

298,734 

9 

9 

274,259 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(40.79) 

(335.90) 

(493.25) 

(40.43) 

(12.89) 

(11.63) 

(127,960) 

(4) 

(4) 

(117,551) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

36.81 

195.65 

1,048.11 

56.12 

3.32 

3.08 

170,774 

5 

5 

156,708 

PSD  Threshoids 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Sedgwick  County  2008 
Emissions 

27,732 

103,426 

20,495 

1,016 

43,292 

6,874 

- 

- 

- 

3,225,354 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Sedgwick  County  Emissions 

0.001 

0.002 

0.05 

0.06 

0.0001 

0.0004 

- 

- 

- 

0.05 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existinq  McConneii  AFB 

0.90 

0.58 

2.12 

1.39 

0.26 

0.27 

- 

- 

- 

1.33 
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Table  D.4-25.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU 
Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  I 

Acetal¬ 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1.3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Cresol 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

1.49 

0.86 

0.59 

0.59 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

0.61 

0.35 

0.24 

0.24 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  ■  KC-46A 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

0.04 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.05 

0.02 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.03 

0.03 

0.05 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  ■  Existing  Aircraft 

0.09 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Totai  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

2.24 

1.25 

0.96 

0.83 

- 

0.01 

0.05 

0.02 

- 

- 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.15) 

(0.05) 

(0.13) 

(0.00) 

- 

(0.01) 

(0.05) 

(0.02) 

- 

- 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

2.09 

1.20 

0.82 

0.83 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

PSD  Thresholds 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Sedgwick  County  2008 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from 
Sedgwick  County  Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from 
Existing  McConnell  AFB 

13.76 

23.42 

6.16 

267.36 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Table  D.4-25.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU 
Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  I 

Cumene 

Dibenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.06 

4.30 

- 

0.63 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.02 

1.75 

- 

0.26 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  ■  KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.06 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.08 

0.01 

0.63 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.18 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.00 

0.10 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  ■  Existing  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.18 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Totai  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

0.23 

0.10 

0.10 

6.97 

- 

0.89 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.00) 

- 

- 

(0.01) 

(0.25) 

(0.10) 

(0.01) 

(0.91) 

(0.00) 

- 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.00) 

- 

- 

(0.00) 

(0.02) 

(0.00) 

0.09 

6.05 

(0.00) 

0.89 

PSD  Thresholds 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Sedgwick  County  2008 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from 
Sedgwick  County  Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from 
Existing  McConnell  AFB 

(1.00) 

- 

- 

(0.07) 

(0.07) 

(0.00) 

5.97 

6.62 

(1.00) 

- 
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Table  D.4-25.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU 
Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  I 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naph¬ 

thalene 

Phenol 

POM 

Propion- 

aldehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.19 

0.25 

- 

- 

0.11 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

0.08 

0.10 

- 

- 

0.04 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  ■  KC-46A 

- 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

1.17 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

0.04 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

0.01 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

0.15 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

0.00 

- 

0.00 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  ■  Existing  Aircraft 

- 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Totai  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

1.32 

0.00 

0.02 

0.30 

0.36 

- 

0.02 

0.17 

- 

0.05 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(1.32) 

(0.00) 

(0.02) 

(0.03) 

- 

- 

(0.03) 

(0.02) 

- 

(0.05) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

- 

(0.00) 

(0.00) 

0.27 

0.36 

- 

(0.00) 

0.15 

- 

- 

PSD  Thresholds 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Sedgwick  County  2008 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from 
Sedgwick  County  Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from 
Existing  McConnell  AFB 

- 

(0.07) 

(0.10) 

8.38 

- 

- 

(0.07) 

9.76 

- 

- 
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Table  D.4-25.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  FTU 
Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Trichloro- 

ethene 

2,2,4 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

0.22 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.10 

0.06 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

0.09 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.04 

0.02 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  •  KC-46A 

0.00 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

0.11 

0.01 

- 

- 

0.09 

0.03 

- 

Transient  Aircraft  Operations 

0.02 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-135 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

- 

0.01 

0.00 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  ■  Existing  Aircraft 

0.01 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Totai  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

0.48 

0.01 

- 

- 

0.10 

0.17 

0.08 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.17) 

(0.01) 

- 

(0.10) 

(0.03) 

- 

(0.00) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

0.31 

- 

- 

(0.10) 

0.07 

0.17 

0.08 

PSD  Thresholds 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Sedgwick  County  2008 
Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from 
Sedgwick  County  Emissions 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fractional  Increase  from 
Existing  McConnell  AFB 

1.86 

- 

- 

(1.00) 

2.17 

- 

40.70 

Key:  ( )  =  parenthesis  indicate  negative  numbers,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CFi4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon 
dioxide,  0026  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient,  GMVs  =  government  motor  vehicies,  NA  =  not  appiicabie,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 

N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  2.5  microns  in 
diameter,  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration,  SO2  =  suifur  dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic  compound. 


Table  D.4-26.  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  Clinton  Sherman  Industrial  Airpark 

-  McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/Ope  ration 

Operations 

per 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation 
(Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annual  Hours 

55%  I  60%  I  Ciimbout  I  Takeoff 

55%  1  60%  1  Ciimbout  I  Takeoff 

Existina  KC-135  ^ 

Ciosed  Pattern  -  IFR 

1,062 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

212 

35 

- 

18 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

434 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

36 

14 

- 

7 

Total  TIMs-  Existing  KC-135 

249 

50 

- 

25 

KC-46A  -  FTU  ^ 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to 
Overhead 

347 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

69 

12 

- 

6 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

142 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

12 

5 

- 

2 

Total  TIMs  -  KC-46A  FTU 

81 

16 

- 

8 

Source  is  SAiC  201 3h. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  FTU  =  Formai  Training  Unit,  iFR  =  instrument  fiight  ruies,  TiM  =  Time  in  Mode,  VFR  =  visuai  fiight  ruies. 


Final 


D-109 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.4-27.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at 
Clinton  Sherman  Industrial  Airpark  -  McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NO;, 

S02 

PM  10 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

C02G 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

0.16 

4.98 

25.06 

2.26 

0.12 

0.12 

6,862 

0 

0 

6,932 

60% 

0.03 

0.91 

5.79 

0.49 

0.03 

0.03 

1,494 

0 

0 

1,509 

Take-off 

0.02 

0.04 

7.20 

0.41 

0.03 

0.03 

1,251 

0 

0 

1,264 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

0.21 

5.92 

38.04 

3.17 

0.17 

0.17 

9,607 

0 

0 

9,705 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.08 

1.12 

16.14 

0.93 

0.05 

0.04 

2,814 

0 

0 

2,842 

60% 

0.02 

0.22 

3.78 

0.20 

0.01 

0.01 

618 

0 

0 

624 

Take-off 

0.02 

0.11 

6.05 

0.19 

0.01 

0.01 

566 

0 

0 

572 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

0.12 

1.45 

25.97 

1.32 

0.08 

0.07 

3,997 

0 

0 

4,038 

Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

CO^e  (mt) 

Acetal¬ 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

Exiting  KC-135 

55% 

6,302 

- 

- 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.004 

0.002 

- 

60% 

1,372 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Take-off 

1,149 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

8,823 

- 

- 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.005 

0.002 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

2,584 

0.004 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

567 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

520 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

3,671 

0.005 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dlnitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naph¬ 

thalene 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.001 

0.023 

- 

- 

0.101 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

0.005 

- 

- 

0.022 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.008 

0.001 

0.030 

- 

- 

0.124 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.010 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

60% 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.014 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

Phenol 

POM 

Propional 

dehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
eihane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1, 1,1-Tri- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

0-Xylene 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.009 

0.001 

0.007 

0.002 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.005 

0.011 

0.001 

0.009 

0.003 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

60% 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient,  FTU  =  Formai 
Training  Unit,  mt  =  metric  tons,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  10  microns  in 
diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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Table  D.4-28.  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  Lubbock  Preston  Smith 
International  Airport  -  McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations/ 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per 
Operation  (Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annual  Hours 

55%  1  60%  1  Climbout  I  Takeoff 

55%  1  60%  1  Climbout  I  Takeoff 

\Existinq  KC-135  ‘  I 

Closed  Pattern  -  IFR 

506 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

101 

17 

- 

8 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

206 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

17 

7 

- 

3 

iTotal  TIMs  -  Existing  KC-135  I 

118 

24 

- 

12 

I KC-46A  -  FTU  ^  I 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to  Overhead 

347 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

69 

12 

- 

6 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

142 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

12 

5 

- 

2 

iTotal  TIMs -KC-46A  FTU  I 

81 

16 

- 

8 

®  Source  is  SAIC  201 3h. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  IFR  =  instrument  flight  rules,  VFR  =  visual  flight  rules. 
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Table  D.4-29.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at 
Lubbock  Preston  Smith  International  Airport  -  McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

S02 

PM  2.5 

C02 

CHt 

N2O 

CO  2  s 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

0.08 

2.37 

11.93 

1.08 

0.06 

0.06 

3,266 

0 

0 

3,299 

60% 

0.02 

0.43 

2.75 

0.23 

0.01 

0.01 

711 

0 

0 

718 

Take-off 

0.01 

0.02 

3.43 

0.20 

0.01 

0.01 

595 

0 

0 

602 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

0.10 

2.82 

18.11 

1.51 

0.08 

0.08 

4,572 

0 

0 

4,619 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.08 

1.12 

16.14 

0.93 

0.05 

0.04 

2,814 

0 

0 

2,842 

60% 

0.02 

0.22 

3.78 

0.20 

0.01 

0.01 

618 

0 

0 

624 

Take-off 

0.02 

0.11 

6.05 

0.19 

0.01 

0.01 

566 

0 

0 

572 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

0.12 

1.45 

25.97 

1.32 

0.08 

0.07 

3,997 

0 

0 

4,038 

Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

COje  (mt) 

Acetai- 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

2,999 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

60% 

653 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Take-off 

547 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

4,199 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

2,584 

0.004 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

567 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

520 

0.001 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

3,671 

0.005 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naph¬ 

thalene 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.000 

0.011 

- 

- 

0.048 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.011 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.004 

0.000 

0.014 

- 

- 

0.059 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.010 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

60% 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.002 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.014 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

Tons  per  Year 

Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Phenol 

POM 

Propionai 

dehyde 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chtoro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1, 1, 1- 
Trichloro- 
ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

0-Xylene 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.004 

0.000 

0.003 

0.001 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.003 

0.005 

0.001 

0.004 

0.001 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

60% 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient,  FTU  =  Formal 
Training  Unit,  mt  =  metric  tons,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in 
diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.4-30.  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  Wichita  Mid- Continent  Airport  - 

McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/Operation 

Operation^ 

Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per 
Operation  (Minutes) 

Engine  Setting  Annual  Hours 

55%  1  60%  1  Climbout  I  Takeoff 

55%  1  60%  1  Climbout  I  Takeoff 

\Existinq  KC-135  ^  I 

Closed  Pattern  -  IFR 

1,407 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

281 

47 

- 

23 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

574 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

48 

19 

- 

10 

iTotal  TIMs- Existing  KC-135 

329 

66 

- 

33 

I KC-46A  -  FTU  ^  I 

Closed  Pattern  -  Radar  &  Initial  to  Overhead 

1,619 

12.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

324 

54 

- 

27 

Closed  Pattern  -  VFR 

661 

5.0 

2.0 

- 

1.0 

55 

22 

- 

11 

iTotai  TIMs -KC-46A  FTU  I 

379 

76 

- 

38 

®  Source  is  SAIC  201 3h. 

Key:  %  =  percent,  FTU  =  Formal  Training  Unit,  IFR  =  instrument  flight  rules,  TIM  =  Time  in  Mode,  VFR  =  visual  flight  rules. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.4-31.  Annual  Air  Emissions  from  KC-135/KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at 
Rick  Husband  Amarillo  International  Airport  -  McConnell  AFB  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario 


Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

VOC 

CO 

WOx 

S02 

PM,, 

PM  2.5 

cy 

0 

0 

CH4 

N20 

CO  2  6 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

0.22 

6.59 

33.19 

3.00 

0.16 

0.16 

9,087 

0 

0 

9,180 

60% 

0.05 

1.20 

7.66 

0.65 

0.03 

0.03 

1,978 

0 

0 

1,998 

Take-off 

0.02 

0.05 

9.53 

0.55 

0.04 

0.04 

1,657 

0 

0 

1,674 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

0.28 

7.84 

50.38 

4.19 

0.23 

0.23 

12,722 

0 

0 

12,852 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.38 

5.23 

75.35 

4.33 

0.24 

0.20 

13,135 

0 

0 

13,270 

60% 

0.08 

1.03 

17.66 

0.95 

0.05 

0.05 

2,883 

0 

0 

2,913 

Take-off 

0.08 

0.50 

28.24 

0.87 

0.07 

0.06 

2,643 

0 

0 

2,670 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

0.54 

6.76 

121.25 

6.15 

0.36 

0.30 

18,662 

1 

1 

18,852 

Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

COje  (mt) 

Acetal¬ 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chioro- 

methane 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

8,345 

- 

- 

0.006 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.005 

0.002 

- 

60% 

1,817 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

Take-off 

1,521 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

11,684 

- 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.007 

0.003 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

12,063 

0.016 

0.009 

0.006 

0.006 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

60% 

2,648 

0.004 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Take-off 

2,427 

0.003 

0.002 

0.001 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

17,138 

0.023 

0.013 

0.009 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dlnltro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

Methylene 

Chloride 

MTBE 

Naph¬ 

thalene 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

0.008 

0.001 

0.030 

- 

- 

0.134 

- 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.000 

0.006 

- 

- 

0.029 

- 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

0.011 

0.001 

0.040 

- 

- 

0.164 

- 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.047 

- 

0.007 

- 

- 

0.002 

60% 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.010 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.009 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.067 

- 

0.010 

- 

- 

0.003 

Scenario/Engine  Setting 

Tons  per  Year 

Phenol 

POM 

Propional- 

dehyde 

styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 
chloro- 
ethane 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

ethene 

Toluene 

1, 1,1- 
Trichloro- 

ethane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp- 

Xylene 

0-Xylene 

Existing  KC-135 

55% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

0.011 

0.001 

0.009 

0.003 

- 

60% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.002 

0.000 

0.002 

0.001 

- 

Take-off 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

0.000 

0.001 

0.000 

- 

Subtotal  Existing  KC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.007 

0.014 

0.002 

0.012 

0.004 

- 

KC-46A  -  FTU 

55% 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.001 

0.001 

60% 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Take-off 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

Subtotal  KC-46A  FTU 

0.004 

- 

- 

0.002 

- 

- 

0.003 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.001 

Key:  %  =  percent,  CH4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivaient,  FTU  =  Formai 
Training  Unit,  mt  =  metric  tons,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides,  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  10  microns  in 
diameter,  PM2  5  =  particuiate  matter  iess  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter,  SO2  =  suifur  dioxide,  VOC  =  voiatiie  organic  compound. 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.4-32.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 

Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2016 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM  2.5 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

COje  (mt) 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

50.07 

201.74 

837.57 

45.42 

2.92 

2.49 

136,814 

3.79 

4.25 

125,648 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

14.39 

49.54 

28.94 

2.34 

0.21 

0.19 

6,844 

0.19 

0.21 

6,286 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.59 

4.22 

4.80 

0.18 

0.71 

0.65 

937 

0.14 

0.01 

858 

Transient  Aircraft 

11.89 

52.46 

97.63 

8.46 

6.72 

6.72 

22,513 

1 

1 

20,676 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  Existing  Aircraft 

0.59 

4.25 

4.84 

0.19 

0.71 

0.65 

945 

0 

0 

865 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

1.09 

5.08 

12.32 

0.45 

1.22 

0.91 

2,480 

0 

0 

2,271 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

0.10 

5.34 

0.70 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

1,026 

0.00 

0.00 

933 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

0.56 

25.92 

4.57 

0.07 

0.55 

0.28 

5,277 

0.01 

0.00 

4,798 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.10 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

6.80 

10.20 

0.23 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

79.37 

355.33 

1,001.56 

57.36 

13.09 

11.91 

176,837 

5 

5 

162,334 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(40.79) 

(335.90) 

(493.25) 

(40.43) 

(12.89) 

(11.63) 

(127,960) 

(4) 

(4) 

(117,551) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

38.58 

19.44 

508.31 

16.93 

0.20 

0.29 

48,878 

1 

2 

44,783 

PSD  Threshoids 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

Sedgwick  County  2008 
Emissions 

27,732 

103,426 

20,495 

1,016 

43,292 

6,874 

3,225,354 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Sedgwick  County  Emissions 

0.001 

0.000 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00000 

0.0000 

0.01 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existing  McConnell  AFB 

0.95 

0.06 

1.03 

0.42 

0.02 

0.02 

0.38 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.4-32.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

Acetal¬ 

dehyde 

Acrolein 

Benzene 

1,3- 

Butadiene 

Carbon 

Disulfide 

Carbon 

Tetra¬ 

chloride 

Chloro¬ 

form 

Chloro- 

methane 

o-Cresol 

p-Creso! 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

2.157 

1.237 

0.849 

0.852 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

0.620 

0.356 

0.244 

0.245 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.044 

0.007 

0.012 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.028 

0.032 

0.051 

■ 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  Existing  Aircraft 

0.059 

0.009 

0.016 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

2.909 

1.641 

1.173 

1.099 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.152) 

(0.051) 

(0.134) 

(0.003) 

- 

(0.009) 

(0.052) 

(0.022) 

- 

- 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

2.757 

1.589 

1.039 

1.096 

- 

(0.009) 

(0.052) 

(0.022) 

- 

- 

PSD  Threshoids 

Sedgwick  County  2008 
Emissions 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Sedgwick  County  Emissions 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existing  McConnell  AFB 

18.13 

30.93 

7.77 

353.47 

(1-00) 

(1-00) 

(1-00) 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.4-32.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

Cumene 

Dibenzo- 

furan 

Dibutyl 

Phthalate 

1,2- 

Dichloro- 

propane 

2,4-Dinitro- 

phenol 

DEHP 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Formal¬ 

dehyde 

Hexane 

Methanol 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.088 

6.216 

- 

0.912 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

0.025 

1.787 

0.262 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.088 

0.001 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.005 

0.181 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  Existing  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.120 

0.001 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

0.000 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.002 

0.120 

0.001 

0.121 

8.271 

0.001 

1.174 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.000) 

- 

■ 

(0.005) 

(0.249) 

(0.102) 

(0.014) 

(0.914) 

(0.000) 

- 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

(0.000) 

■ 

- 

(0.003) 

(0.130) 

(0.100) 

0.106 

7.358 

0.001 

1.174 

PSD  Threshoids 

Sedgwick  County  2008 
Emissions 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Sedgwick  County  Emissions 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existinq  McConneii  AFB 

(0.15) 

(0.52) 

(0.52) 

(0.99) 

7.43 

8.05 

12.53 
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KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Table  D.4-32.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Tons  per  Year  | 

Source  Type 

Methylene 

MIBK 

MTBE 

Naphth- 

Phenol 

POM 

Proplonal- 

Styrene 

1, 1,2,2- 
Tetra- 

Tetra- 

chloro- 

Chloride 

alene 

dehyde 

chloro- 

ethane 

ethene 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

- 

- 

- 

0.273 

0.367 

- 

- 

0.156 

- 

- 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

- 

■ 

0.079 

0.105 

- 

- 

0.045 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

- 

- 

Transient  Aircraft 

- 

- 

- 

0.015 

- 

- 

- 

0.008 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  Existing  Aircraft 

- 

0.000 

0.008 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.012 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

- 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

- 

0.000 

0.008 

0.368 

0.472 

0.000 

0.018 

0.209 

- 

- 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(1.315) 

(0.000) 

(0.017) 

(0.032) 

- 

- 

(0.025) 

(0.016) 

- 

(0.048) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

(1.315) 

(0.000) 

(0.009) 

0.336 

0.472 

0.000 

(0.007) 

0.194 

- 

(0.048) 

PSD  Threshoids 

Sedgwick  County  2008 
Emissions 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Sedgwick  County  Emissions 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existing  McConnell  AFB 

(1.00) 

(0.52) 

(0.51) 

10.57 

(0.29) 

12.42 

(1.00) 
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Table  D.4-32.  Summary  of  Total  Annual  Emissions  Associated  with  the  KC-46A  MOB  1 
Scenario  at  McConnell  AFB  -  Year  2016  (Continued) 


Source  Type 

Tons  per  Year  | 

Toluene 

1,1,1- 

Trichloro- 

ethane 

Trichloro- 

ethene 

2,2,4- 

Trimethyl- 

pentane 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

mp-Xylene 

0-Xylene 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

0.324 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.143 

0.084 

On-Wing  Aircraft  Engine 
Testing  -  KC-46A 

0.093 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.041 

0.024 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  KC-46A 

0.009 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.006 

Transient  Aircraft 

0.025 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Aerospace  Ground  Support 
Equipment  -  Existing  Aircraft 

0.008 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

GMVs/Nonroad  Equipment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
On-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Privately-Owned  Vehicles  - 
Off-Base 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Mobile  Fuel  Transfer 
Operations 

0.001 

- 

- 

0.000 

- 

- 

0.096 

Point  and  Area  Sources 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Proposed  Emissions - 
2016 

0.461 

- 

■ 

0.000 

- 

0.183 

0.210 

Year  2012  Base  Case 
Emissions 

(0.168) 

(0.013) 

■ 

(0.097) 

(0.031) 

- 

(0.002) 

Proposed  Year  2016  minus 
Base  Case  Emissions 

0.293 

(0.013) 

- 

(0.097) 

(0.031) 

0.183 

0.208 

PSD  Threshoids 

Sedgwick  County  2008 
Emissions 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Sedgwick  County  Emissions 

Fractionai  increase  from 
Existinq  McConneii  AFB 

1.74 

(1-00) 

(1-00) 

(1.00) 

106.51 

Key:  ( )  =  parenthesis  indicate  negative  numbers,  AFB  =  Air  Force  Base,  CFI4  =  methane,  CO  =  carbon  monoxide,  CO2  =  carbon 
dioxide,  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent,  GMVs  =  government  motor  vehicles,  NA  =  not  applicable,  NOx  =  nitrogen  oxides, 

N2O  =  nitrous  oxide,  PM10  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in 
diameter,  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration,  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide,  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound. 
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APPENDIX  E  BUILDINGS  KNOWN  TO  CONTAIN  ASBESTOS,  LEAD-BASED 
PAINT,  OR  POLYCHLORINATED  BIPHENYLS 

Appendix  E,  Tables  E-1  through  E-6,  summarizes  the  buildings  that  would  be  affected  by  the 
KC-46A  Eormal  Training  Unit  (ETU)  and  Eirst  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  beddown-related 
demolition,  renovation,  or  alteration;  their  years  of  construction;  and  their  potential  to  contain  toxic 
substances  (asbestos-containing  material  [ACM],  lead-based  paint  [EBP],  and  polychlorinated 
biphenyls  [PCBs]).  Tables  E-1  and  E-2  summarize  the  project-related  toxic  substance  information  for 
the  FTU  and  MOB  1  scenarios  at  Altus  Air  Eorce  Base  (AEB).  Table  E-3  summarizes  this 
information  for  the  MOB  1  mission  at  Eairchild  AEB.  Table  E-4  summarizes  this  information  for  the 
MOB  1  mission  at  Grand  Eorks  AEB.  Tables  E-5  and  E-6  summarize  this  information  for  the  FTU 
and  MOB  1  scenarios  at  McConnell  AEB. 


Table  E-I.  Toxic  Substances  Associated  with  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  at 

Altus  AEB 


Project 

Year  Constructed 

ACM 

LBP 

PCBs 

Demolition 

Building  170 

1972 

X 

h 

c 

Renovation 

Building  87,  Group  Headquarters  and  Mission  Training 

1986 

X 

c 

Building  394,  Contractor  Supply  Storage 

1955 

X 

h 

c 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  285,  Tail  Enclosure  and  Tool  Crib  Expansion 

1956 

X 

b 

c 

Building  193,  Squadron  Operations/ Aircraft  Maintenance  Unit 

1987 

X 

c 

Building  518,  Tail  Enclosure  and  Euel  Cell  Expansion 

1971 

a 

h 

c 

^  Building  assumed  to  potentially  contain  ACM  based  on  construction  year  of  1987  or  older  (i.e.,  year  that  Building  193,  which  has  been 


positively  identified  as  having  ACM,  was  constructed). 

^  Building  assumed  to  potentially  contain  LBP.  Although  no  LBP  surveys  have  been  conducted,  buildings  constmcted  prior  to  1978  may  have  LBP. 

None  of  the  electrical  transformers  have  PCB-containing  oil  (Wallace  2013). 

Key:  X  =  Toxic  substance  known  to  occur  in  the  building. 


Table  E-2.  Toxic  Substances  Associated  with  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  I  Scenario  at 

Altus  AEB 


Project 

Year  Constructed 

ACM 

LBP 

PCBs 

Demolition 

Building  82 

1955 

X 

b 

c 

Building  171 

1984 

a 

c 

Building  55 1 

1991 

c 

Building  554 

1991 

c 

Building  557 

1991 

c 

Building  563 

1991 

c 

Building  564 

1991 

c 

Building  565 

1991 

c 

Renovation 

Building  87,  Wing  Headquarters  (Operations  Group,  Air  National 
Guard,  and  Air  Eorce  Reserve  Command) 

1986 

X 

c 

Building  170,  Aircraft  Parts  Storage/Contractor  Supplies 

1972 

X 

h 

c 

Building  285,  Construct  Interior  Wall  and  Expand  Hydraulic  Shop 

1956 

X 

h 

c 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  369,  Add  Vault 

1952 

X 

b 

c 

Building  156,  Gym  Addition 

1956 

X 

h 

c 

^  Building  assumed  to  potentially  contain  ACM  based  on  construction  year  of  1987  or  older  (i.e.,  year  that  Building  193,  which  has  been 


positively  identified  as  having  ACM,  was  constructed). 

^  Building  assumed  to  potentially  contain  LBP.  Although  no  LBP  surveys  have  been  conducted,  buildings  constructed  prior  to  1978  may  have  LBP. 

None  of  the  electrical  transformers  have  PCB-containing  oil  (Wallace  2013). 

Key:  X  =  Toxic  substance  known  to  occur  in  the  building. 
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Table  E-3.  Toxic  Substances  Associated  with  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  Mission  at 

Fairchild  AFB 


Project 

Year  Constructed 

ACM 

LBP 

PCBs 

Demolition 

Building  1011 

1958 

a 

5 

c 

Building  1013 

1958 

a 

h 

c 

Building  1015 

1958 

a 

h 

c 

Building  1017 

1955 

a 

h 

c 

Building  1018 

2001 

Building  1019 

1958 

a 

h 

c 

Building  2120 

1943 

a 

h 

c 

Renovation 

Building  1001,  Fuselage  Trainer 

1955 

a 

5 

c 

Building  1003,  Cargo  Deployment  Function 

1958 

a 

h 

c 

Building  1025,  Vehicle  Servicing 

1952 

a 

h 

c 

Building  1037,  Transitional  Wash  Rack 

1955 

a 

h 

c 

Building  2005,  Squadron  Operations  and  Aircraft 

Maintenance  Unit 

1997 

Building  2007,  Squadron  Operations  and  Aircraft 

Maintenance  Unit 

1998 

Building  2040,  Operations  Support  Squadron  and  Aircraft 

Flight  Equipment 

1990 

Building  2050,  General  Maintenance  Hangar 

1943 

X 

X 

c 

Building  2090,  Aircraft  Elight  Equipment 

2000 

Building  2097,  Squadron  Operations  and  Aircraft 

Maintenance  Unit 

1998 

Building  2272,  Dormitory  Conversion 

1986 

Building  2245 

1943 

a 

h 

c 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  2045,  Logistics  Readiness  Squadron 

2002 

Building  2048,  Weapons  System  Trainers,  Boom  Operator 
Trainers 

1943 

a 

b 

c 

“  Building  assumed  to  potentially  contain  ACM.  Thermal  system  insulation  and  surfacing  material  found  in  buildings  constructed  no  later  than 
1980  are  presumed  ACMs  (Fairchild  AFB  201  la). 

^  Building  assumed  to  potentially  contain  LBP.  An  LBP  survey  is  conducted  by  a  contractor  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  work  at  pre- 
1980  facilities  at  Fairchild  AFB  (Fairchild  AFB  201  lb). 

Fluorescent  light  ballasts  in  building  constructed  prior  to  1979  that  are  not  labeled  PCB-free  or  are  missing  date-of-raanufacture  labels  are 
assumed  to  contain  PCBs  and  would  be  removed  and  handled  in  accordance  with  Federal  and  state  regulations  and  the  base  Flazardous  Waste 
Management  Plan  (Fairchild  AFB  201  Ic). 

Key;  X  =  Toxic  substance  known  to  occur  in  the  building. 
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Table  E-4.  Toxic  Substances  Associated  with  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  Mission  at 

Grand  Forks  AFB 


Project 

Year  Constructed 

ACM 

LBP 

PCBs 

Demolition 

Building  531 

1957 

a 

c 

Building  635 

1973 

a 

h 

c 

Renovation 

Building  221,  Dormitory 

1958 

a 

h 

c 

Building  307,  Air  National  Guard  Wing  Headquarters 

1959 

a 

h 

c 

Building  528,  Base  Operations 

1957 

a 

h 

c 

Building  602,  Remotely  Piloted  Aircraft  Wing 

1959 

a 

h 

c 

Building  607,  Operations  Group/Operations  Support 

Squadron/ Aircraft  Maintenance  Squadron 

1959 

a 

b 

c 

Building  629,  Squadron  Operations/ Aircraft  Maintenance  Unit 

1997 

c 

Building  631,  Squadron  Operations/ Aircraft  Maintenance  Unit 

1998 

c 

Building  670,  Supply  Shop 

1990 

c 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  556,  Flight  Stimulator  (Weapons  System  Trainers, 

Boom  Operator  Trainers) 

1983 

c 

Building  622,  Composite  Shop 

1961 

a 

h 

c 

Building  649,  General  Maintenance  Hangar  (3 -bay)/ Alternate 
Mission  Equipment 

1987 

c 

Building  661,  Aerospace  Ground  Equipment 

1988 

c 

^  Buildings  constructed  before  1980  are  assumed  to  potentially  have  ACM  (thermal  system  insulation  and  asphalt  and  vinyl  flooring  materials) 


(API  32-1052). 

^  Building  is  assumed  to  have  LBP.  All  painted  surfaces  of  buildings  constructed  before  1980  shall  be  assumed  to  contain  LBP  unless  the  paint 
has  been  tested  and  determined  to  be  lead-free  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2003). 

None  of  the  transformers  at  Grand  Forks  AFB  have  PCB -containing  oil  (Grand  Forks  AFB  2009). 


Table  E-5.  Toxic  Substances  Associated  with  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  Scenario  at 

McConnell  AFB 


Project 

Year  Constructed 

ACM 

LBP 

PCBs 

Demolition 

Building  977 

1977 

a 

h 

c 

Building  978 

1974 

X 

h 

c 

Building  984 

1988 

a 

c 

Building  985 

1987 

a 

c 

Building  1110 

1952 

X 

h 

c 

Building  1122 

1958 

a 

h 

c 

Renovation 

Building  840,  Squadron  Operations  and  Aircrew  Elight 

Equipment 

2003 

c 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  1 129,  Composite  Repair  Eacility 

1966 

X 

b 

c 

Building  1170,  Director  of  Maintenance  Office 

1988 

X 

c 

^  Building  assumed  to  potentially  contain  ACM,  based  on  construction  year  of  1988  or  older  (i.e.,  year  that  Building  1 170,  which  has  been 


positively  identified  as  having  ACM,  was  constructed). 

^  Building  is  assumed  to  potentially  contain  LBP.  Although  no  LBP  surveys  have  been  conducted,  buildings  constmcted  prior  to  1978  may  have  LBP. 

None  of  the  electrical  transformers  have  PCB-containing  oil  (Pettus  2013). 

Key:  X=Toxic  substance  known  to  occur  in  the  building. 
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Table  E-6.  Toxic  Substances  Associated  with  Projects  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  Scenario  at 

McConnell  AFB 


Project 

Year  Constructed 

ACM 

LBP 

PCBs 

Demolition 

Building  973 

1970 

a 

b 

c 

Building  977 

1977 

a 

h 

c 

Building  978 

1974 

X 

h 

c 

Building  984 

1988 

a 

c 

Building  985 

1987 

a 

c 

Building  1101 

1991 

c 

Building  1102 

Unknown 

Building  1106 

1954 

X 

h 

c 

Building  1110 

1952 

X 

h 

c 

Building  1122 

1958 

a 

h 

c 

Renovation 

Building  1108,  Air  Transportable  Galley/Latrine/Seat  Pallet 
Facility 

1966 

X 

b 

c 

Building  1094,  2/3  Weapons  System  Trainers  and  2  Boom 
Operator  Trainers 

1988 

a 

c 

Building  1129,  Composite  Shop 

1966 

a 

h 

c 

Building  840,  Squadron  Operations/ Aircrew  Flight  Equipment 

2003 

c 

Building  1183,  Squadron  Operations/ Aircrew  Elight 

Equipment 

1998 

c 

Building  1185,  Squadron  Operations 

2001 

c 

Building  1186,  Squadron  Operations/ Aircrew  Elight 

Equipment 

1999 

c 

Building  850,  Air  Eorce  Reserve  Command  Wing 

Headquarters 

Unknown 

Building  1218,  Operations  Group  Headquarters 

1942 

a 

h 

c 

Building  1107,  Eleet  Services 

1954 

X 

h 

c 

Building  1 166,  Interior  Modifications  for  Data  and  Voice 
Communications 

1976 

X 

b 

c 

Building  1171,  Move  Aircraft  Electrical  and  Environmental 
Systems  Testing  Equipment  from  Building  1 106 

1968 

X 

b 

c 

Building  1 176,  Move  Hydraulic  Test  Stand  from  Building 

1106 

1967 

a 

b 

c 

Additions/Alterations 

Building  1092,  1  Weapons  System  Trainer  and  1  Boom 
Operator  Trainer 

2000 

c 

Building  1220,  Mobility  Bag  Storage  Addition 

1988 

a 

c 

Building  852,  Maintenance  Training  Eacility 

Unknown 

^  Building  assumed  to  potentially  contain  ACM  based  on  construction  year  of  1988  or  older  (i.e.,  year  that  Building  1 170,  which  has  been 
positively  identified  as  having  ACM,  was  constructed). 

^  Building  assumed  to  potentially  contain  LBP.  Although  no  LBP  surveys  have  been  conducted,  buildings  constmcted  prior  to  1978  may  have  LBP. 

None  of  the  electrical  transformers  have  PCB-containing  oil  (Pettus  2013). 

Key:  X=Toxic  substance  known  to  occur  in  the  building. 

REFERENCES 

Fairchild  AFB  (Fairchild  Air  Force  Base),  2011a.  Asbestos  Management  Plan,  Fairchild  Air 
Force  Base,  December. 

Fairchild  AFB  (Fairchild  Air  Force  Base),  2011b.  Lead  Exposure  and  Lead-Based  Paint 
Management  Plan,  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  December. 


Final 


E-4 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


Fairchild  AFB  (Fairchild  Air  Force  Base),  201  Ic.  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan,  92nd  Air 
Refueling  Wing,  United  States  Air  Force,  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Washington.  June. 

Grand  Forks  AFB  (Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base),  2003.  Lead-Based  Paint  Management  Plan, 
Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  December. 

Grand  Forks  AFB  2009.  (Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base),  2009.  Spill  Prevention,  Control,  and 
Countermeasure  (SPCC)  Plan,  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota, 
30  January. 

Pettus,  Dave,  2013.  Personal  communication  from  Dave  Pettus  (22  CES/CEAN)  via  meeting 
with  the  AETC/AMC  Site  Survey  Teams  regarding  environmental  issues  at  McConnell 
AEB,  8  Eebruary  2013. 

Wallace,  Dave,  2013.  Personal  communication  from  Dave  Wallace  (97  CES/CEAN)  via  meeting 
with  AETC/AMC  Site  Survey  Teams  regarding  environmental  concerns  at  Altus  AEB,  30 
January  2013. 

PUBLIC  DOCUMENTS 

Air  Force  Instructions 

AEI 32-1052  -  Eacility  Asbestos  Management 


Final 


E-5 


March  2014 


KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown  EIS 


THIS  PAGE  INTENTIONALLY  LEFT  BLANK 


Final 


E-6 


March  2014 


RECORD  OF  DECISION  FOR  THE  KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND 
FIRST  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN 


Introduction 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  is  issuing  this  Record'  of  Decision  (ROD)  for  the 
KC-46A  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  First  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  Beddown 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  {Federal  Register  (FR),  Vol.  79,  No.  55,  EIS  No. 
20140074,  page.  15741,  March  21,  2014).  In  making  this  decision,  the  information,  analysis, 
and  public  comments  contained  in  the  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1  Beddown  Final  EIS  (FEIS), 
along  with  other  relevant  matters,  were  considered. 

This  ROD  is  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
regulations  implementing  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  at  Title  40  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  §1505.2,  {Record  of  decision  in  cases  requiring  environmental 
impact  statements)  and  32  CFR§989,  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process  (EIAP).  The 
USAF  is  the  Lead  Agency  and  there  are  no  cooperating  agencies. 

Specifically,  this  ROD: 

•  States  the  USAF's  decision  (page  1  and  10); 

•  Identifies  alternatives  considered  by  the  USAF  in  reaching  the  decision  (page  2)  and 
specifies  the  alternative  considered  to  be  environmentally  preferable  (page  2); 

•  Identifies  and  discusses  relevant  factors  that  were  considered  in  making  the  decision 
among  the  alternatives,  and  states  how  those  factors  entered  into  the  decision  (page  3); 
and 

•  States  whether  all  practicable  means  to  avoid  or  minimize  environmental  harm  firom  the 
selected  alternative  were  adopted,  and  if  not,  why  they  were  not  adopted,  and  summarizes , 
the  applicable  mitigation  (see  pages  4  through  10). 

Decision 

The  USAF  will,  by  this  decision,  beddown  up  to  eight  (8)  KC-46A  Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles 
Authorized  (PAA)  under  Air  Education  and  Training  Command  (AETC)  for  the  FTU  at  Altus 
Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  OK  and  thirty-six  (36)  PAA  under  Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC)  for  the 
MOB  1  at  McConnell  AFB,  KS.  (ROD,  page  10). 

Background 

For  more  than  50  years,  the  KC-135  Stratotanker  has  served  as  the  aerial  refueling  backbone  to 
project  U.S.  global  reach  and  combat  power.  The  U.S.  Congress  authorized  and  appropriated 
funds  supporting  the  USAF’s  selection  of  the  KC-46A  as  the  newest  aerial  refueling  aircraft  to 
replace  a  portion  of  the  aging  fleet  of  KC-135s.  Congress  funded  a  total  aircraft  inventory  of  up 
to  179  KC-46A  aircraft  by  2028  to  correct  deficiencies,  update  the  fleet,  enhance  operatioiis,  and 
increase  mission  effectiveness.  The  new  KC-46A  will  provide  updated  technology  designed  to 
enhance  operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness  to  support  USAF,  Navy,  Marine  Corps, 
and  allies  who  rely  on  tanker  range  and  flexibility  to  strengthen  the  coalition  mission. 

This  basing  action  is  only  part  of  the  USAF’s  program  to  replace  the  older  KC-135  aircraft.  This 
ROD  focuses  on  the  location  for  the  USAF’s  KC-46A  FTU  and  MOB  1.  The  National  Guard 
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Bmeau.is  preparing  a  separate  EIS  that  will  support  an  independent  decision  to  beddo-wn  twelye- 
(12)  KC-46A  aircraft  at  a- Second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  .2)  to  be  operated  by  the  Air 
National  Guard  (ANG).  Following  these  initial  beddown  actions,  the  USAF  will  plan,  additional 
beddown  actions  in  the  future  for  the  remaining  KC-46A  aircraft.  ■,  ■ 

Alternative  Identification  . 

As  more  fully  described  in  the  FEIS  (Volume  I,  pages  2-2  through  2-4,  §2.2),  AMC  presented 
the  Lead  Command  Intent  for  the  KC-46A  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SecAF)  in 
September  2011.  This  Lead  Command  Intent  included  planning  conventions  that  described  the 
proposed  basing  action  tenets,  force  structure  mix,  and  basing  timelines.  These  planning 
conventions  included  the  critical  information  that  would  be  used  to  shape  and  inform  decisions 
made  throughout  the  KC-46A  Strategic  Basing  Process.  Initial  screening  yielded  a  defined 
enterprise  of  54  bases  to  be  evaluated  for  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddowns. 

In  2012,  AMC  presented  objective  screening  criteria  to  the  SecAF.  The  approved  screening 
criteria  were  used  to  screen  the  enterprise  of  54  bases  to  identify  those  bases’  capacity  to 
successfully  support  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions.  The  objective  criteria  included  rnission, 
capacity,  environmental  considerations,  and  cost. '  ' 

The  Strategic  Basing  Process  described  above  resulted  in  the  identification  of  two  alternative 
bases  for  consideration  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  mission  and  four  alternative  bases  for  the  MOB  1 
mission.  Although  Altus-  AFB  and  McCormell  AFB  were  identified  as  alternative  bases  for  both 
the  FTU  and  MOB  1  missions,  neither  base  would  be  selected  to  host  both  missions  because  of 
the  inherent  conflicts  and  capacity  issues  associated  with  beddown  of  both  training  and 
operations  squadrons  at  a  single  base. 

The  basing  alternatives  considered  were: 

'•  FTU  Scenario 

o  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma 

o  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas 

•  MOB  1  Scenario 

o  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma 

o  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington 

o  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota 

o  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas 

The  No  Action  Alternative  was  evaluated  for  each  of  the  alternative  basing  locations  and 
constitutes  the  baseline  conditions  at  each  alternative  location  and  other  constraints  (see  FEIS, 
Volume  I,  page  2-54,  §2.5). 

Environmentally  Preferred  Alternative 

The  environmentally  preferred  alternative  is  considered  to  be  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  No 
Action  Alternative  constitutes  the  baseline  conditions  at  each  alternative  location  and  would  not 
substantially  change  existmg  environmental  conditions. 
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Basis  of  Decision 

Altus  AFB  was  selected  for  the  FTU  mission  because  it  provides  training  opportunities  with  both 
tankers  and  other  heavy  receiver  aircraft,  has  available  infrastructure  capacity  and  extensive  fuels 
dispensing  capability,  and  requires  considerably  less  new  construction.  In  addition,  KC-135 
aircraft  are  currently  located  at  Altus  AFB. 

McCormell  AFB  was  selected  for  the  MOB  1  mission  because  it  has  the  lowest  military 
construction  costs  and  is  located  in  a  region  of  high  air  refueling  receiver  demand.  McConnell 
AFB  currently  has  44  KC-135  aircraft  and  will  replace  those  aircraft  with  36  KC-46A  aircraft 
which  would  reduce  manpower  authorizations. 

Public  Involvement 

Public  involvement  was  integral  to  the  USAF’s  development  of  this  EIS.  Public  and  agency 
comments  were  received  and  considered,  including  those  received  during  scoping,  at  public 
hearings,  and  during  the  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft  EIS. 

Information  reflecting  public  involvement  can  be  foimd  in  the  FEIS  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  pages  1-6 
to  1-8,  §1.5;  Volume  I,  Chapter  6).  Furthermore,  FEIS  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  provides  public 
involvement  documentation  as  well  as  copies  of  comments  received  during  the  Draft  EIS  public 
comment  period.  Public  notices  and  meetings  included: 

•  Notice  of  Intent:  Published  March  26,  2013,  in  the  FR,  Volume  78,  Number  58,  page 
18325. 

•  Scoping  Period:  Initiated  March  26,  2013,  and  ended  May  17,  2013.  Scoping  meetings 
were  held  near  each  of  the  four  bases  in  Oklahoma,  Washington,  North  Dakota  and 
Kansas. 

•  Draft  EIS  Notice  of  Availability  (NOA):  Published  October  25,  2013,  in  the  FR,  Volume 
78,  Number  207,  page  63977. 

•  Public  Comment  and  Review  Period:  A  45-day  comment  period  was  initiated  with  the 
NOA  publication  in  the  FR  and  ended  on  December  9;  2013. 

•  Public  Hearings:  During  the  public  comment  period,  four  hearings  were  held  near  each  of 
the  four  bases  in  Oklahoma,  Washington,  North  Dakota  and  Kansas. 

•  FEIS  NOA:  Published  in  the  FR  on  March  21,  2014,  Volume  79,  No.  55,  EIS  No. 
20140074,  page.  1 5741 .  This  initiated  the  mandatory  30-day  waiting  period  prior  to  ROD 
signature. 

Agency  Coordination  and  Consultation 

As  described  more  completely  in  the  FEIS  (Volume  II,  Appendix  A),  the  USAF  coordinated  and 
consulted  with  Federal  and  state  agencies  and  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  (Tribes).  The  Federal 
and  state  agencies  responsible  for  biological  and  cultural  resources  were  contacted  early  in  the 
environmental  planning  process  and  received  USAF  notification  of  the  project  in  March  2013. 
The  USAF  consulted  on  all  of  the  alternatives  in  the  FEIS.  However,  the  descriptions  which 
follow  below  describe  only  the  consultations  associated  with  the  two  selected  alternatives,  Altus 
AFB  for  the  FTU  and  McConnell  AFB  for  MOB  1 . 
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Regulatory- consultations  included  informal  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(USFWS)  under  Section.?  of  the  Endangered  Species. Act.  The  USAF  determined,  through- 
informal  consultation  with  the  USFWS,  that  there  are  no  Federal  or  state  threatened  or 
endangered  species  in  the  regions  of  influence  at  Altus  AFB  and  McConnell  AFB.  Therefore,  .no 
fuither  consultation  was  required. 

Pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA),  the  USAF  initiated 
consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Offices  (SHPOs)  in  Oklahoma  and  Kansas.  For 
the  FTU  mission  at  Altus  AFB,  -  the  Oklahoma  SHPO  has  concurred  with  the  USAF 
determination  of  no  adverse  effect,  concluding  the.  Section  106  consultation  ■  process .  (FEIS 
Volume  H,  Appendix  A,  page  A.5-6).  For  the  MOB  1  mission  at  McConnell  AFB,  the  USAF 
has  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MO A)  with  the  Kansas  SHPO  agreeing  to  measures 
that  mitigate  the  adverse  effect  on  historic  properties  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  MOB 
1  mission  (FEIS,  Volume  11,  Appendix  A,  pages  A.5-35-A.5-38).  In  addition  to  the  coordination 
and  consultation  with  Federal  agencies,  the  USAF  also  completed  govemment-to-govemment 
consultations  with  potentially  affected  Tribes. 

For  the  FTU  mission  at  Altus  AFB,  no  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to  tribal  resources  are 
anticipated.  Consultation  with  10  tribes  resulted  in  agreement  with  the  USAF  finding  of  ho 
adverse  impact.  Section  106  consultation  for  the  KC-46A  FTU  mission  at  Altus  AEB  is  complete 
(FEIS,  Volume  11,  Appendix  A,  page  A.3-1,  §A.3;  pages  A.4-1  to  A.4-7,  §A.4). 

For  the  MOB  1  mission  at  McConnell  AFB,  no  adverse  Section  106  impacts  to  tribal  resources 
are  anticipated.  Consultation  with  12  tribes  resulted  in  agreement  with  the  USAF.  finding  of  no 
adverse  impact.  Section  106  consultation  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  1  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  is 
complete  (FEIS,  Volume  II  Appendix  A,  pages  A.3-1  to  A.3-4,  §A.3;  pages  A.4-1 8  to  A.4-22 
§A.4). 

No  agency  coordination  or.  consultation  was  required  for  air  quality.  Both  Altus  AFB  and 
McConnell  AFB  are  located  in  attainment  areas;  therefore,  a  general  conformity  determination 
was  not  required  for  implementation  of  the  FTU  or  MOB  1  mission  at  either  base. 

Mitigations  and  Management  Actions 

The  USAF  considered  and  adopted  all  practicable  means  to  avoid  or  minimize  environmental 
harm  at  both  installations.  For  the  purposes  of  this  ROD  and  future  mitigation  planning, 
management  actions  are  defined  as  those  actions  that  are  built  or  designed  into  the  proposed 
action  and  alternatives  and  either  prevent  or  minimize  impacts. 

Specific  management  actions  (i.e.,  those  required  by  regulation  or  USAF  guidance  and 
instructions)  to  facilitate  the  implementation  of  the  decision  were  identified  in  the  FEIS  and  will 
be  carried  forward  and  implemented  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  pages  2-67  through  2-70,  §2.9). 
Mitigation  measures  and  management  actions  are  summarized  below  by  theh  applicable 
environmental  resource  areas.  Compliance  laws  and  regulations  administered  by  the  US  EPA 
and  other  regulatory  and/or  state  environmental  quality  agencies  are  mandated,  and  although  the 
laws  and  regulations  have  mitigating  effects,  they  are  not  considered  discretionary  with  respect 
to  Air  Force  decision  making. 

Given  the  early  developmental  stage  of  the  KC-46A  program,  identification  of  new  data  and 
information  relative  to  the  KC-46A  may  arise  and  it  is  possible  that  the  impacts  identified  in  the 
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FEIS  (Volume  I,  pages  2-55  through  2-62,  §2.7,  Table  2-21)  may  be  different  from  those 
expected.  An  understanding  of  various  aspects  that  are  part  of  a  complex  interrelated  KC-46A 
operational  environment  may  not  be  achieved  without  a  more  long-term  process  built  around  a 
continuous  cycle  of  evaluation,  learning,  and  improvement  over  time. 

To  accommodate  this  continuous  cycle  and  to  track  management  actions  and  mitigation 
application,  within  90  days  of  the  signature  of  this  ROD,  AMC  and  AETC  will  develop 
mitigation  plans  that  identify  principal  and  subordinate  organizations  having  responsibility  for 
oversight  and  execution  of  specific  mitigation  and  management  actions.  In  no  case  will  an 
impact-inducing  action  be  taken  or  implemented,  prior  to  the  applicable  mitigation  (defined 
below)  being  put  in  place. 

The  plans  will  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following: 

•  Identification  of  the  specific  actions; 

•  Identification  of  the  responsible  organization  for  each  action; 

•  Timing  for  execution  of  the  actions,  and; 

•  Definition  of  the  adaptive  management  approach  to  be  used. 

Within  certain  parameters,  the  USAF  may  develop  an  adaptive  management  program  as  part  of 
its  overarching  mitigation  and  monitoring  program*.  In  doing  so,  the  USAF  would  follow  the 
President’s  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  mitigation  and  monitoring  guidance^’  and  other 
legal  and  generally  aceepted  practices. 

Furthermore,  the  USAF  intent  is  to  provide  flexibility  in  its  adaptive  management  approach  in 
order  to  comply  with  regulatory  requirements  and  allow  for  considered  adaptations.  Where  the 
proposed  use  of  adaptations  are  considered,  the  USAF  will,  before  adapting,  fully  consider 
whether  or  not  the  adaptation  triggers  the  need  for  more  full  analysis  imder  NEPA  and  the 
USAF’s  EIAP  (e.g.,  supplementation,  tiering,  etc.). 

Management  Actions 

The  USAF  has  required  the  KC-46  to  meet  FAA  Part  36,  Stage  4  noise  levels  (the  most 
restrictive  commercial  aircraft  noise  level  standard)  and  International  Congress  of  Aeronautical 
Organizations,  Committee  of  Environmental  Protection  (CAEP)/6  air  contaminant  emission 
limits  (FEIS,  pages  1-4  to  1-5,  §1.4.2). 

As  described  in  the  FEIS  (Volume  I,  Pages  4-1  to  4-123),  management  actions  applicable  to  both 
Altus  AFB  for  the  FTU  mission  and  McConnell  AFB  for  the  MOB  1  mission  are  listed  below  by 
each  of  the  FEIS  resource  areas. 

Noise 

In  Table  2-23  on  page  2-68  in  the  FEIS,  the  2"**  bullet  under  Altus  FTU  Noise  should  reflect 
20  percent  rather  than  10  percent  total  airfield  operations  between  10:00  PM  and  7:00  AM. 

*  In  furtherance  of  NEPA’s  Section  101  goals  to  “protect,  restore,  and  enhance  the  environment”  (40  Code  of 

Federal  Regulations  [CFR]  1500.1(c)) 

2 

"Appropriate  Use  of  Mitigation  and  Monitoring  and  Clarifying  the  Appropriate  Use  of  Mitigated  Findings  of  No 
Significant  Impact,"  January  14,  2011 


5 


RECORD  OF  DECISION  FOR  THE  KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND 
FIRST  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN 


Table  2-23  on  page  2-68  in  the  FEIS,  the  McConnell  FTU  discussion  should  include  a  bullet 
reading  “KC-46  aircrews  would  conduct  about.20  percent  of  total  airfield  operations  between 
10:00  PM.  and  7:00  A.M.” 

Altus  AFB  FTU  Mission 

•  KG-46A  operations  will  mirror  existing  tanker  operations  maldng  use  of  traffic  patterns 
to  the  east  and  west  of  Altus' AFB  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  pages  4-1  to  4-2,  §4.1.1). 

’•  The  KC-46  A  will  be  operated  at  the  same  auxiliary  airfields  currently  used  by  Altus 
based  KC-135  aircraft  and  at  about  the  same  frequency,-  The  KC-46  A  will  use  the  same 
flight  routes  to  access  the  auxiliary  airfields  and  will  operate  on  the  same  flight  tracks 
that  are  used  by  the  KC-135  aircraft  and  at  about  the  same  frequency. 

'•  Auxiliary  airfields  will  generally  not  be  used  by  the  KC-46A  between  10:00  PM  and  7 :00 
AM  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  4-5,  §4.1 .1). 

'•  Approximately  20  percent  of  the  total  KC-46A  operations  will  be  flown  between  10:00 
PM  and  7:00  AM.  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  4-2,  §4.1.1). 

McConnell  AFB  MOB  1 

<•  KC-46A  operations  will  mirror  existing  tanker  operations  making  use  of  existing  traffic 
patterns  (FEIS,  Volume  1,  page  4-89,  §4.4.1). 

'•  KC-46A  will  limit  night  time  operations  (between  10:00  PM  and  7:00  AM)  to  10  percent 
oftotal  airfield  operations  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  4-89,  §4.4.1). 

Air  Quality 

»  Employ  fugitive  dust  control  and  soil  retention  practices  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  4-9, 
§4.1.2)  including: 

o  Water  trucks  to  keep  all  areas  of  vehicle  movement  damp  enough  to  prevent  dust 
from  leaving  the  construction  area.  f 

o  Minimize  the  amount  of  disturbed  ground  area  at  a  given  time. 

o  Suspension  of  all  soil  disturbance  activities  when  winds  exceed  25  miles  per  hour  or 
when  visible  dust  plumes  emanate  from  the  site.  . 

o  Designating  personnel  to  monitor  the  dust  control  program  and  to  order  increased 
watering,  as  necessary,  to  minimize  the  generation  of  dust. 

Safety 

•  Existing  KC-135  emergency  fuel  jettison  locations  and  procedures  will  be  used  for  all 

KC-46A  missions  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  2-9,  §2. 3. 1.4  and  page  2-11,  §2.3.2.4;  page  3-8, 

§3.1.31,  and  page  3-68,  §3.4.3. 1;  Volume  II,  pages  B-14  and  B-15,  §B.3.3.1). 

•  Emergency  and  mishap  response  plans  for  both  installations  will  be  updated  to  address 
the  needed  procedures  and  response  actions  specific  to  the  KC-46A  airframe  (FEIS, 
Volume  I,  page  4-16,  §4.1. 3. 1.2,  and  page  4-100,  §4.4.3. 2. 2). 
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Soils  and  Water 

•  Update  installation  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plans  at  both  installations  to  reflect 

new  KC-46A  building  construction  as  required  by  state  and  federal  Clean  Water  Act 

requirements  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  4-17,  §4. 1.4.1  and  page  4-102,  §4.4.4.2). 

•  Silt  fence,  interceptor  trenches,  hay  bales,  or  other  suitable  erosion  and  sediment  control 
measures  will  be  used  during  construction.  At  the  completion  of  construction,  re¬ 
vegetation  of  disturbed  areas  will  occur  as  soon  as  practical  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  pages  4-17, 
4-24  and  4-102,  §4.1.4.1  and  §4.4.4.2). 

•  After  construction,  all  disturbed  areas  will  be  re-graded  to  pre-construction  contours 
(FEIS,  Volume  I,  pages  4-17,  4-24,  4-55,  4-75,  4-79  and  4-102,  4-109,  4-111  §4.1.4.1, 
§4.1.8.1.3,  §4.1.8.3.3,  §4.2.8.3,  §4.3.5.4,  §4.3.8.3  and  §4.4.4.2,  §4.4.8.1.3,  §4.4.8.2.3). 

McConnell  AFB  MOB  1  Mission 

•  Continue  best  management  practices^  to  reduce  stormwater  runoff  containing  deicing 
fluid.  These  will  include  monitoring,  inspection,  and  replacement  of  valves,  and  flushing 
of  deicing  system  prior  to  opening  diversion  valves  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  4-101, 
§4.4.4.2). 

•  The  proposed  addition  to  Building  1220  is  located  in  a  100-year  floodplain.  To  the 
maximum  extent  practical,  work  in  the  100-year  floodplain  would  be  minimized  (FEIS, 
Volume  I,  page  4-102,  §4.4.4.2)  (See  FONPA  page  9  of  ROD). 

•  The  proposed  addition  to  Building  1220  will  be  constructed  above  the  base  flood  level 
(FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  4-103,  §4.4.4.2). 

Biological  Resources 

•  Continue  adherence  to  Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  program  (FEIS,  Volume  I, 
pages  4-19  and  4-104,  §4.1.5.1.2  and  §4.4.5.2.2).- 

Cultural  Resources 

•  Track  results  of  government-to-government  consultation  with  tribes  (FEIS,  Volume  I, 
page  2-69). 

•  In  the  case  of  unanticipated  or  inadvertent  cultural  resources  discoveries,  the  USAF 
would  comply  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA  and  follow  the  standard  operating 
procedures  outlined  in  the  Integrated  Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan  (ICRMP) 
(FEIS,  Volume  I,  pages  4-20  and  4-106,  §4. 1.6.1  and  §4.4.6.2). 

Infrastructure 

•  Incorporate  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  (FEED)  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  into  construction  projects  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency, 
sustainability,  and  energy  conservation,  except  to  the  extent  limited  or  prohibited  by  law 
(FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  2-4,  §2.3). 


^32CFR  §989.22(a) 
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•  Continue  and  enhance  recycling  and  reuse  programs  to  accommodate  waste  generated  by 
the  KC-46A  beddown  (FEIS,  Volume  I,  pages  4-25  and  4-112,  §4.1. 8. 1.6  and  §4.4.8.2.6). 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

•  Update  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plans  at  both  installations  to  account  for  any  new 
and/or  changed  waste  streams  or  new  procedures,  if  any,  for  managing  hazardous 
materials  and  wastes  associated  with  KC-46A  aircraft  (FEIS,  Volume  1,  page  2-70,  Table 
2-23). 

Socioeconomics 

'•  Complete  Housing  Requirements  and  Market  Analyses  (HRMA)  at  both  installations 
(FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  2-61,  Table  2-21). 

Mitigation 

McConnell  AFB  MOB  1  Mission 

>•  McConnell  AFB  has  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Agreenient  (MO A)  with  the  SHPO 
regarding  the  demolition  of  Building  1106  (FEIS,  Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  pages  A.5-35 
toA.5-38). 

Mitigation  for  Demolition  of  Building  1106 

«•  McConnell  AFB  will  provide  materials  for  interpretive  use  by  the  Kansas  Aviation 
Museum.  The  materials  may  be  photos,  drawings,  and/oj  historic  summaries  related  to 
aviation  at  McConnell  AFB.  McConnell  AFB  is  willing  to  provide  these  materials, 
which  the  Museum  has  expressed  interest  in  displaying.  Upon  submittal  of  the  full 
package,  and  receipt  by  the  Museum,  the  materials  become  property  of  the  Museum. 

'•  McConnell  AFB  will  provide  cultural  resources-related  materials  to  the  Wichita  State 
University  Libraries  (the  Library),  Special  Collections  and  University  Archives,  Wichita, 
Kansas;  the  SHPO  will  receive  electronic  copies  of  the  materials.  The  source  of 
materials  is  McConnell  AFB  Historic  Records  files  and  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to, 
documents,  photos,  and/or  drawings  related  to  cultural  resources  at  McConnell  AFB. 

McConnell  AFB  will  ensure  production  of  a  "web  page"  suitable  for  internet  posting,  and 
a  brochure  useful  for  general  distribution/accessibility  to  educate  non-technical  audiences 
within  and  beyond  McConnell  AFB.  These  products  will  focus  on  McConnell  AFB’s 
history  in  general,  and  will  also  incorporate  historic  buildings  and  their  pertinent 
immediate  and  broader  settings. 

Preservation  of  Buildings  1107  and  1218 

•  McConnell  AFB  will  ensure  ,  all  phases  of  design,  construction,  and 
maintenance/operation  of  the  buildings  follow  applicable  provisions  of  “The  Secretary  of 
the  Interior's  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  with  Guidelines  for 
Preserving,  Rehabilitating,  Restoring  and  Reconstructing  Historic  Buildings” 
("Standards")  (36  CFR  Part  68). 

•  McConnell  AFB  will  provide  opportunities  for  the  SHPO  to  review  and  comment  on  key 
steps  of  MOB  1 -related  design  for  the  buildings. 

•  McConnell  AFB  will  require  all  parties,  including  contractors,  involved  with  design, 
construction,  and  maintenance/operation  of  the  buildings  follow  the  Standards. 


RECORD  OF  DECISION  FOR  THE  KC-46A  FORMAL  TRAINING  UNIT  (FTU)  AND 
-  FIRST  MAIN  OPERATING  BASE  (MOB  1)  BEDDOWN 


•  McConnell  AFB  will  ensure  standards  are  met  where  an  individual  or  team  involved  in 
the  buildings'  design,  construction,  and  maintenance/operation  reasonably  would  be 
expected  to  meet  professional  standards  associated  with  the  Standards,  McCoimell  AFB 
will  ensure  such  standards  are  met. 

Although  the  USAF  considered  and  adopted  all  practicable  means  to  avoid  or  minimize 
environmental  harm  at  both  installations  potential  impacts  that,  could  occur  and  cannot  be 
mitigated  include  (but  may  not  be  limited  to)  the  following  (FEIS  Volume  I,  page  2-67,  §2.10,  et 
seq.): 

•  Altus  will  experience  an  increase  in  the  number  of  acres  and  estimated  number  of 
residents  exposed  to  noise  levels  equal  to  or  greater  than  65  dB  DNL. 

•  The  existing  capacity  of  regional  landfills  would  be  reduced  due  to  the  solid  waste 
generated. 

•  Hazardous  and  nonhazardous  waste  would  be  generated  as  a  result  of  maintenance 
functions  associated  with  the  new  aircraft. 

•  Stormwater  runoff  and  associated  erosion  may  increase  due  to  construction. 

•  There  is  potential  for  an  increase  in  the  number  of  bird/wildlife-aircraft  strikes  and 
aircraft  mishaps  resulting  from  the  increased  number  of  annual  operations." 

Finding  of  No  Practical  Alternative: 

Implementation  of  the  MOB  1  mission  at  McConnell  AFB  includes  a  proposed  addition  to 
Building  1220  for  the  storage  of  mobility  bags.  Storage  of  these  bags  must  be  in  close  proximity 
to  the  mobility  ramp  because  they  are  loaded  on  aircraft  during  troop  deployments.  The  existing 
foundation  of  Building  1220  is  located  adjacent  to  a  100-year  floodplain  on  McConnell  AFB. 

Factors  considered  when  siting  the  mobility  bag  storage  area  included  environmental 
opportimities/constraints  (e.g.,  noise,  floodplain,  land  use  compatibility,  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  historic  preservation,  cultural  resources,  and  airfield  surfaces).  Facility 
requirements  and  utility  availability,  Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection  (AT/FP)  criteria,  and  the 
functional  relationship  to  other  facilities  for  energy  savings  potential,  parking,  size/massing,  and 
aesthetics  were  also,  considered.  The  factors  considered  regarding  the  proposed  addition  to 
Building  1220  are  discussed  in  FEIS  Volume  I,  page  4-102,  §4.4.4.2. 

Building  1220,  which  serves  as  the  existing  mobility  bag  storage,  was  the  only  facility 
considered  suitable  to  partially  meet  this  storage  requirement.  This  facility  would  require  an 
8,000-square-foot  addition  on  the  south  side  and  within  the  floodplain  to  accommodate  this  need. 
The  USAF  considered  an  alternate  location  on  the  west  side  of  Building  1220  in  an  area  outside 
of  the  floodplain.  However,  construction  on  this  side  of  Building  1220  would  impact  a  main 
utility  trunk  line  serving  the  airfield  control  tower  and  the  entire  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 
(KANG)  complex  located  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  flightline  from  Building  1220.  The  trunk 
line  contains  approximately  400  pairs  of  copper  cabling  and  over  200  fiber  optic  strands. 
Construction  is  not  possible  over  the  top  of  the  trunk  line,  and  relocating  the  trunk  line  would 
cost  over  $1  million;  therefore,  construction  at  this  location  is  considered  cost  prohibitive.  The 
alternatives  considered  to  avoid  effects  and  incompatible  development  regarding  the  proposed 
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mobility  bag  storage  area  project  at  Building  1220  are  discussed  in  FEIS  Volume  I,  page  4-102, 
§4.4.4.2. 

Therefore,  pursuant  to  Executive  Order  11988  (Floodplain  Management)  and  considering  all 
supporting  information,  I  find  that  there  is  no  practicable  alternative  to  the  Building  1220 
addition  being  sited  in  areas  within  the  100-year  floodplain  as  described  above  and  in  the  FEIS.- 
The  FEIS  identifies  all  practicable  measures  to  minimize  harm  to  the  existing  environment. 

Decision 

The  USAF  will,  by  this  decision,  beddown  up  to  eight  (8)  KC-46A  Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles 
Authorized  (PAA)  under  Air  Education  and  Training  Command  (AETC)  for  the  FTU  and  thirty- 
six  (36)  PAA  under  Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC)  for  the  MOB  1.  For  the  FTU,  of  the  two 
alternative  basing  locations  considered  in  the  FEIS  (Altus  AFB,  OK,  and  McConnell  AFB,  KS), 
the  USAF  has  decided  to  base  the  KC-46A  with  associated  construction  at  Altus  AFB  to 
accommodate  aircraft  anticipated  to  start  arriving  in  2016.  For  the  MOB  1,  of  the  four  alternative 
basing  locations  considered  in  the  FEIS  (Altus  AFB,  OK;  Fairchild  AFB,  WA;  Grand  Forks 
AFB,  ND;  McConnell  AFB,  KS),  the  USAF  has  decided  to  base  the  KC-46A  with  associated 
construction  at  McConnell  AFB  to  accommodate  aircraft  anticipated  to  start  arriving  in  2016. 
The  Erst  KC-46A  aircraft  anticipated  to  arrive  at  the  MOB  1  base  will  undergo  Initial 
Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (lOT&E).  Existing  KC-135  aircraft  will  be  replaced  as  the  new 
KC-46A  aircraft  enter  the  USAF  inventory. 


KATHLEEN  I.  FERGUSqN)  P.E.  (Date) 

Principal  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 

Performing  Duties  as  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

Installations,  Environment  and  Logistics 
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